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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL. 



Post-Office Department, 
Office of the Postmaster-General, 

Wa^hington^ D. C., Fehmary 6^ 190 J^.. 
Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of the following: 

February 5, 1904. 
Resolved, That the Postmaster-General be, and he is hereby, instructed to send to 
the Senate the reports upon the investigation of the irregularities in the Post-Office 
Department, by Assistant Postmaster-General Bristow, together with the reports of 
Messrs. Holmes Conrad and Charles J. Bonaparte, special counsel for the Govern- 
ment, on the charges made by S. W. Tullocn, formerly cashier of the Washington 
city post-office. 

In response thereto I have the honor to transmit herewith the full 
report of the honorable Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General, dated 
October 24, 1903, together with other letters, reports, and communi- 
cations bearing upon the subject-matter referred to, as set forth in 
Schedule A. 

In the report of the Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General reference 
is made to certain exhibits. These exhibits are confidential reports of 
the inspectors of the Post-Office Department, or other papers which, 
in the opinion of the Attornev-General, should not be made public 
while the trial of the cases in the courts against various persons under 
indictment is pending, as they might be availed of to defeat the ends 
of justice, and therefore such publicity would not be to the public 
interest. 

I further transmit certain papers, reports, letters, and communica- 
tions, a list of which is embodied in Schedule B, inclosed herewith, 
relative to the investigation of the administration of the Washington 
city post-office prior to July 1, 1900, and the connection of the office 
of the First Assistant Postmaster-General therewith. 

The papers transmitted herewith are identical with those sent to the 
House of Representatives on January 9, 1904. 

Respectfully, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postrnaster- Genet^al. 

Hon. William P. Frye, 

President of the Senate pro tempm^e. 
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SCHEDULE A. 



Memorandum of the President. 

White House, November ^^, 1903. 
Memorandum upon the various papers submitted from the Depart- 
ment of Justice and the Post-Office Department concerning the inves- 
tigation into the corrupt practices obtaining in the Post-Office Depart- 
ment, notably in the office of the First Assistant Postmaster- General 
and in the office of the Assistant Attorney-General for that Department. 
All the documents in the case are herewith forwarded to the Post-Office 
Department, and will be held ready for submission to the Congress 
whenever it may choose to ask for them. 

It appears that in December, 1902, Postmaster-General Payne and 
Congressman E. F. Loud, chairman of the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Koads, held various consultations regarding the postal 
service, and as a result of these interviews it was determined that as 
soon as possible after the necessary appropriations could be made by 
the Congress an investigation should be made of the service, botn 
Messrs. Paj'^ne and Loud agreeing as to the need for the investigation 
and the time when it should take place. Accordingly, an increase of 
15,000 in the appropriation bill reported in January was made for the 
express purpose of carrying on the investigation in question. The 
reasons for the increase in the appropriation were known only to the 
Postmaster-General, to Congressman Loud, and to Congressman 
BromwelC 

Subsequently, sometime in January, information was laid before 
me by Mr. Seckendorff tending to show improper conduct by Beavers, 

fenei-al superintendent of the division of salaries and allowances, and 
lachen, general superintendent of the free-delivery system; and by 
Mr. William Allen White tending to show corrujption by or under 
Tyner, Assistant Attorney -General for the Post-Office Department. 
First Assistant Postmaster-General Wynne also informed me that he 
had become suspicious of the integrit}^ of both Machen and Beavers. 
After full consultation with Mr. Payne it was decided that Fourth 
Assistant Postmaster-General Bristow should make a thorough and 
exhaustive investigation of the charges in question and of all matters 
that might be developed in connection with them. Mr. Bristow's report 
is a record of as thorough a bit of investigating work as has ever been 
done under the Government. After this investigation had been in 
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progress for about two months it became evident that legal proceed- 
ings would have to be undertaken against some of the offenders. 
Owing to the importance of the case it was deemed advisable that 
special counsel should be employed, and Messrs. Charles J. Bonaparte 
and Holmes Conrad were cnosen for this purpose. Messrs. Bona- 
parte and Conrad, in their review of the report of Mr. Bristow, speak 
as follows: ''We consider the report an exceptionally able, candid, 
and impartial review of its subject-matter and that it shows clearly 
reprehensible misconduct, amounting in many cases to crime, on the 
part of a number of public officials. It is a voluminous document, 
but this arises, not from prolixitv, but from the nature of the matters 
discussed. ^ * ^ We heartily commend the report and deem its 
conclusions fully justified by the facts it sets forth; and while regret- 
ting in common with all patriotic citizens that the grave abuses of long 
standing which it reveals should have grown up in the Post-Office 
Department, we consider the exposure of these abuses and the attempts 
made to punish those responsible for them a work of the highest pub- 
lic utility, quickly and ably performed." In all that is thus said of 
the report of Mr. Bristow I cordially agree. 

The investigation made b}^ Mr. Bristow discloses a condition of 
gross corruption in the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General 
and in that of the Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office 
Department. In the case of the superintendent of free delivery, 
Machen, the evidence shows that his misconduct began immediately 
after his appointment in September, 1893. In the case of the general 
superintendent of salaries and allowances, Beavers, it began soon 
after he was appointed to that place in 1897. In the case of Assistant 
Attorney-General Tyner it has gone on for a number of years, but it 
is impossible to say exactly when it began. A melancholy feature of 
the case is that with one exception all the offenders have been for a 
number of years in the Government service. The following is a list 
of the fourteen Post-Office employees in the service at the time this 
investigation was begun, who are apparently most seriously implicated 
in the wrongdoing, together with an account of the steps that have 
been taken by the Government in each case and a statement of the date 
of original appointment of each man in the service: 

(The case of ex-First Assistant Postmaster-General Heath, who left 
the service July 31, 1900, is set forth in the report of Mr. Bristow.) 

James N. Tyner, Assistant Attorney-General for Post-Offic^e Depart- 
ment; appointed special agent, Post-Office Department, March 7, 
1861; witn intervals of a few years has been in the service ever 
since, and was Postmaster-General under President Grant for sev- 
eral months; he was removed April 22, 1903; he has since been 
indicted three times. 

A. W. Machen, general superintendent free-delivery system; ap- 
pointed clerk in post-office at Toledo, Ohio, March 1, 1887; contin- 
uously in service ever since save for three years; removed May 27, 
1903; has since been indicted fourteen times. 

George W. Beavers, general superintendent of salaries and allow- 
ances; appointed to clerkship in New York post-office January, 
1881; continuous service ever since; resignation accepted to take 
effect March 31, 1903; has since been indicted eight times. 
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James T. Metcalf, superintendent money -order system; appointed 
post-office inspector February 2, 1882; has been in postal service 
ever since; removed June 17, 1903; has been indicted once. 

Daniel V. Miller, assistant attorney, Post-Office Department; ap- 
pointed July 1, 1902; removed May 25, 1903; indicted once; after 
one mistrial was retried and acquitted. 

Louis Kempner, superintendent registry system; appointed clerk in 
New York post-office August, 1886; removed October 21, 1903. 

Charles Hedges, superintendent city free-delivery service; appointed 
assistant superintendent free-delivery service July 1, 1898; removed 
July 22, 1903. 

James W. Erwin, assistant superintendent free-delivery service; 
appointed post-office inspector June 27, 1887; removed September 

16, 1903; indicted once. 

W. Scott Towers, superintendent Station C, Washington, D. C; 

appointed clerk, Washington post-office, November, 1890; removed 

October 1, 1903; indictea three times. 
Otto F. Weis, assistant superintendent registry division, New York 

post-office; appointed clerk, New York post-office, June, 1890; 

removed October 21, 1903. 
T. W. McGregor, clerk, free-delivery division, in charge of supplies; 

appointed Post-Office Department, March 11, 1891; removed June 5, 

1903; indicted twice. 
C. E. Upton, clerk, free-delivery division; appointed July 1, 1900; 

removed June 6, 1903; indicted once. 
M. W. Louis, superintendent supply division; appointed Kansas City 

post-office, April 17, 1897; removed October 21, 1903. 
Charles B. Terry, clerk, supply division; appointed September 20, 

1900; removed October 21, 1903. 

As shown in Mr. Bristow's report, and as partially indicated by the 
actions in the several cases, these cases show widely varying degrees 
of culpability. 

Among outsiders indictments have also been found against — 
H. J. Barrett, formerly in the Post-Office Department from May 11, 

1889, to September 20, 1893, and from June 1, 1897, to December 

31, 1900; 
George E. Green; 
Diller B. and Samuel A. Groff ; 
William C. Long, formerly in the Post-Office Department from April 

17, 1890, to August 15, 1893; 
Isaac S. McGiehan; 

George H. Huntington; 

George E. Lorenz, formerly postmaster at Toledo, Ohio, from August 

3, 1886, to July 9, 1890; 
Martha J. Lorenz; 
John T. Cupper: 
H. C. Hallenbeck; 
W. D. Doremus; 
Eugene D. Scheble; 
William G. Crawford, Deputy Auditor Post-Office Department from 

June 12, 1893, to September 15, 1897; 
Maurice Kunkle; 
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Norman R. Metcalf ; 
Leopold J. Stern; 
Edmund H. Driggs; 
George F. Miller; 
Joseph M. Johns. 

Several of the above have been indicted two, three, or five times 
each. 

The three chief oifenders in the Government service were Tyner, 
Machen, and Beavers. The friends of Tyner have advanced the 
theory that in his case the chief offender was really his nephew by 
marriage, Barrett, who was his assistant in the office for a part of the 
time, and that Tyner's offenses are due to his failing bodily and 
mental powers. The facts set forth in Mr. Bristow's report do not 
tend to substantiate the validity of these excuses for Tyner, while 
they show literally astounding misconduct in Barrett. For Machen 
and Beavers no excuse of any kind has been alleged. In the case of 
Metcalf, the superintendent of the money-order system, the most 
vigorous protests were at first made on his behalf by a large number 
of reputable citizens, and also by others who were at the time deemed 
reputable, but who it has since been discovered were profiting by 
Metcalf 's misconduct. One of them has been indicted in con- 
nection with him. When these investigations were begun, some 
nine months ago, many of the chief offenders who have been in- 
dicted or dismissed, or both, as above enumerated, were consid- 
ered to have excellent reputations. A number of the most respect- 
able people in the land offered voluntary testimony on behalf 
of Mr. Tyner. So highly were Messrs. Beavers and Machen thought 
of by those who had been brought into close connection with them that 
the Congress actually provided at its last session for raising the salaries 
of both, the salary in each case being increased $500, to Sike effect at 
the beginning of the fiscal vear on July 1 last. By that date they 
were both out of office, and the Department of Justice was taking 
steps to have them indicted. During Machen's term of service he was 
twice investigated by the Congress, once by a committee of the Senate 
and once by a committee of the House, but cleared on each occasion. 
Yet at that very j)eriod, as has been shown in the present investigation, 
he was engaged in the corrupt business for which he has now been 
removed and indicted. This is no reflection upon the committees who 
conducted the investigation; for so skillfully had Machen concealed 
his wrongdoing that it was only revealed after months of laborious 
and exhaustive work by trained inspectors. 

The details of the corruption are set forth in full in Mr. Bristow's 
report and need not be recapitulated by me. As regards Messrs. 
Beavers and Machen, the corruption took the form of bribery and 
blackmail in connection with the purchase of Government supolies. 
In the office of the Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office 
Department, under Tyner and Barrett, far greater wrong was inflicted 
upon the public than could be measured by a pecuniary standard, for 
in this office the corruption of the Government officials took the lorna 
of favoring get-rich-quick concerns and similar swindling schemes; in 
other words, the criminals, whom it was the sworn dut^ of these Gov- 
ernment officials to prosecute, paid them for permission to fleece the 
public unmolested. 
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I heartily approve of the recommendation of Messrs. Conrad and 
Bonaparte that' the statute of limitations be extended in the case of 
Government servants to a period of at least five years; for the per- 
sons who in such positions of trust engage in corrupt practices can 
ordinarily conceal their guilt for a longer time than is covered by the 
present short statute of limitations. This recommendation has been 
laid before the Congress in the report of the Attorney-General, and 
it is earnestly hoped that it will be acted upon favorably. Moreover, 
our experience shows that outsiders claiming political influence some- 
times sell their influence to candidates for office, or in other words 
blackmail these candidates. There should be legislation which will 
permit of summary dealing with such offenders. 

However, the prime need is not new legislation but thepunishment 
of those who oflPend against existing laws. The Post-OflSce Depart- 
ment is making certain changes in the methods of administration, 
notably in the method of inspection, by which the service will be 
improved and the chance of corruption existing without discovery be 
minimized; but the only way to meet the real evil is to punish the 
offenders, by removal in any event, and where possible by prosecution 
under the criminal statutes. In an}^ great business, public or private, 
wrongdoing is certain at times to occur. The way to guard against 
it is rigorously to scrutinize the character of those* appointed, care- 
fully to supervise their actions after appointment, and finally, to pun- 
ish with relentless severity those who go wrong. All this is being done. 

The immediate reformation of the service by the turning out of the 
offenders is not in itself enough to meet the demands of justice. The 
cases against both those within and those without the Post-Office 
Department, who by their acts have brought themselves within the 
grasp of the law, will be pushed with the utmost vigor. Every effort 
must be made to see that both the delinquent official and the outsider 
who shares his guilt are punished to the limit of the law. In pur- 
suance of this policy the individuals above enumerated have been 
indicted. In no case has the indictment been sought save where the 
officials of the Government were convinced of the man's guilt; and in 
every case the Government will exhaust every expedient in its power 
in the effort to see that justice is meted out to the offenders. Those 
in the public service whose duty it is must ever be vigilant in the 
detection of wrongdoing, fearless in its exposure, relentless in its 
prosecution; but in the last resort, when everything which the public 
official, whether legislator, judge, or executive officer, can do has been 
done, it remains for the iury, drawn from the people and representing 
the people, to do even-handed justice, shielding the innocent, but 
declining to be misled by any plea into refraining from punishment of 
the guilty. 

No crime calls for sterner reprobation than the crime of the corrup- 
tionist in public life, and of the man who seeks to corrupt him. The 
bribe giver and the bribe taker are equally guilty. Both alike sin 
against the primary law of the State's safety. All questions of differ- 
ence in party policy sink into insignificance when the people of this 
country are brought face to face with a question like this, which lies 
at the root of honest and decent government. On this question, and 
on all others like it, we can afford to have no division among good 
citizens. In the last resort good laws and good administration alike 
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must rest upon the broad basis of sound public opinion. A dull public 
conscience, an easy-going acquiescence in corruption, infallibly means 
debasement in public life, and such debasement in the end means the 
ruin of free institutions. Self-government becomes a farce if the 
representatives of the people corrupt others or are themselves cor- 
rupted. Freedom is not a gift which will tarry long in the hands of 
the dishonest or of those so foolish or so incompetent as to tolerate 
dishonesty in their public servants. Under our system all power 
comes from the people, and all punishment rests ultimately with the 
people. The toleration of the wrong, not the exposure of the wrong, 
IS the real offense. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
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Report of Fourth Assistant Postmastei'- General J, Z. Bristow on the 
investigation of certain divisions of the Post- Office Department. 

Office of the Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Washington, Octobei^ ^^ 1903. 
Sir: As directed by you on March 7, 1903, I have endeavored to 
make a thorough investigation of the alleged irregularities in the 
following-named divisions of the Post-Office Department: The Division 
of Supplies, the office of the Assistant Attorney-General, the Division 
of Money Orders, the Division of Free Delivery, and the Division of 
Salaries and Allowances, and I beg to submit the following report: 

DIVISION OF SUPPLIES. 

In the charges affecting the division of supplies it is alleged that 
Michael W. Louis, superintendent, was appointed in an irregular man- 
ner; that in the awarding of contracts he has shown partiality to cer- 
tain bidders; and that in the administration of his office he has favored 
contractors, to the great loss of the Department. (Exhibit A.) 

During the progress of the investigation it was also alleged that there 
had been great extravagance in the purchase of manifold books used 
in the registry system. 

APPOINTMENT OF MICHAEL W. LOUIS. 

It has been stated that Louis's appointment was made in an irregular 
way for the purpose of giving him control of the division of supplies 
during the letting of contracts for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1897. 

Mr. W. A. Burwell was appointed superintendent of this division on 
February 4, 1896. The position is within the classified service, and it 
does not appear that any complaints were ever filed against him. On 
April 15, 1897, he was requested to resign by the First Assistant Post- 
master-General, but was not accused of inefficiency or misconduct. 
He .submitted his resignation, to take effect in thirty days (Exhibit A-1), 
and was given leave of absence for that period. 

In relation to the appointment of Louis, I beg to submit the follow- 
ing letter (Exhibit A-2): 

In your reply please refer to initials. 
Subject: Cashier. 

Post-Office Department, 
Office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Salary and Allowance Division, 

Washington, D. C, AprU 17, 1897. 
Postmaster, Kansas City, Mo. 

Sir: Certain exigencies have arisen which make it necessary to employ an expert 
in the Post-Oflfice Department for a short period. As the Department has no appro- 
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priation available for this purpose, I have decided to create the position of cashier 
m the Kansas City office, at a salary of $2,000 per annum, effective this date, 
Saturday, April 17, 1897. 

You will therefore carry upon your roster Mr. Michael W. Louis as cashier of your 
office, at a salary of $2,000 per annum, Mr. Louis to be assigned to work in this 
Department under my direction until otherwise advised. 

You will forward on the 1st and 15th of each month a check to Mr. Louis to cover 
his semimonthly salary, accompanied by a voucher which will be returned to you 
for file with your pay roll in lieu of his signature upon same. 

To provide for the position your clerk hire allowance has been increased to-day to 
$90,544. 

Very respectfully, 

(Signed) Perry S. Heath, 

COL — ECF] First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

In your reply please refer to initials and number. A. S. 140. 
Subject: Appointment of Michael W. Louis. 

Post-Office Department, 
Office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Salary and Allowance Division, 

Washington, D. C, AprU 17 y 1897. 

Personal. 
Homer Reed, Esq., 

Postmaster, Kansas City, Mo. 
Sir: As the appointment of Mr. Michael W. Louis has been fully explained to the 
members of the Civil Service Commission, it will not be necessary for you to make 
a report of the appointment to the Civil Service Commission. 
Very respectfully, 

(Signed) Perry S. Heath, 

COL. ] First Assistant Postmaster- General. 

On the same day that Louis was appointed cashier in the Kansas 
Cit}'^ post-office he was assigned as acting superintendent of the divi- 
sion of supplies in the Department at Washington, D. C. He never 
visited Kansas City and never performed any work of any character 
in connection with the Kansas City post-office. 

After Louis had been installed as acting superintendent the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General requested that the position of superin- 
tendent be excepted from the classified service, but the Civil Service 
Commission refused to recommend such exception. They did, how- 
ever, consent to give a special examination for that position. This 
examination was held in Jul}^ and Louis was allowed a rating of 50 
points because of his alleged experience, he having then been in charge 
of the division about three months. The examination papers can not 
now be found, having disappeared from the files of the Civil Service 
Commission (Exhibit A-3). As a result of the special rating, Louis 
received the highest grade of any of those examined, and was given a 
permanent appointment. In the meantime, however, he had been in 
charge of the division of supplies since April 17, and had performed 
all oi the duties of superintendent. 

This unusual proceeding in the appointment of Louis as cashier of 
the Kansas Cit}^ post-office and his immediate assignment as acting 
superintendent of the division of supplies gives color to the allega- 
tion that there was some special interest in having Louis placed in 
charge of that division before the letting of contracts, advertised for 
May 6. It would have been much more creditable, at least, for Louis 
to have come into possession of the office in a regular manner, after 
he had passed the examination prescribed by the Civil Service Corn- 
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mission, since there does not appear to have been any pressing neces- 
sity for a change of superintendent. 

An advertisement was published on April 6. 1897, announcing that 
bids would be received at the Department imtil May 6 for supplies for 
the postal service for the fiscal year 1897-98. 

CONTRACT FOR CANCELING INK. 

For a number of years prior to July, 1897, the Caton Manufactur- 
ing Company, of Baltimore, of which Victor G. Bloede was president, 
had the contract for furnishing the Depaiiiment with canceling ink. 
This companv was a bidder at tne 1897 letting and failed to secure the 
contract. Tneir bid was 20 cents per pound, but the Ault & Wiborg 
Company, of Cincinnati, Ohio, was given the contract at 24 cente 
per pound, 4 cents higher than offered by the Caton Manufacturing 
Company. 

This led to a most vigorous complaint and protest from Bloede, who 
charged that he had not been fairly treated and that the contract had 
been given to the Ault & Wiborg Company at a much higher price, 
than his bid because of the f rienaship existing between the officers of 
that company and the First Assistant Postmaster-General and the 
superintendent of the supply division. As a result of this complaint 
an investigation was ordered by the Postmaster-General, whicn was 
made by Inspectors John D. King and William S. McGinniss. 

I carefully examined the report of Inspectors King and McGinniss 
and all of the exhibits submitted therewith and had the case reopened 
and reinvestigated by Inspectors J. R. Harrison and A. E. Furniss, 
whose report and all papers in connection therewith, which include 
the reports and exhibits of Inspectors King and McGinniss, are here- 
with submitted, marked " Exhibit B ". 

On May 3, 1897, a committee consisting of M. W. Louis (chairman), 
E. C. Fowler, and Clarence E.. Dawson was appointed to open bids, 
examine samples, and award contracts for the ensuing fiscal year. The 
awarding of the contract for canceling ink came before this conamittee. 

The committee does not appear to have made any tests as to the 
quality of the various samples of ink. The former practice of the 
Department had been to send samples of the ink to postmasters to be 
tested in their respective offices by practical experiment. This plan, 
however, does not seem to have been followed at this letting, and 
there is abundant evidence that the samples furnished by the Caton 
Manufacturing Company were returned to the company without hav- 
ing been opened (Exhibits B-2, B-5, and B-6). 

Superintendent Louis states that the contract was awarded to the 
Ault & Wiborg Company largely upon the reputation of the firm 
(Exhibit B-4, questions 27 and 28). Louis was very severe in his 
criticism of the quality of the ink furnished by the Caton Manufac- 
turing Company, declaring that it was practically worthless. After 
the committee had decided in favor of the Ault & Wiborg Company's 
ink, but before such awards had been approved by the Postmaster- 
General, Louis wrote a number of letters of commendation of the 
new ink that was to be furnished. On June 14 a letter to the Second 
Assistant Postmaster-General, bearing Louis's initials, states: 

The Department will furnish during the ensuing fiscal year ink and pads superior 
in every respect to such supplies furnished during the present fiscal year. 

S. Doc. 151 2 
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Numerous other letters of a similar tone were written. 

There were 6,471 pounds of the Caton Manufacturing Company ink 
on hand at the close of the fiscal year ended June 30, 1897. Yet after 
the contract with this company had expired a further purchase of 
2,555 pounds was made of the same ink which had been pronounced 
worthless. Louis states that this order was given by the lirst Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General as a matter of accommodation. If the ink was 
worthless and unfit for use, the purchase should not have been made. 
If it was satisfactory as a canceling ink, it should have been given 
more consideration at the letting. 

The first shipment of the Ault & Wiborg Company's ink was received 
at the Department August 25, 1897. This ink, however, does not 
appear to have been satisfactory, and its inferior quality seems to have 
been brought to the attention of a representative of the firm by Super- 
intendent Louis, as indicated by the following letter, written by the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General: 

Post-Office Department, 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Division op Post-Office Supplies, 

Washingtoriy November l£j 1897. 
The Ault & Wiborg Company, 

dndnnatiy Ohio, 
Gentlemen: In conversation a few days ago with Mr. M. W. Louis, superintendent 
of the Division of Post-Office Supplies, you mentioned the fact that you were pre- 
paring an ink that would dry quickly on paper but not on the pads. If you have such 
an ink now on hand, you are requested to ship at once to this Office one case of same 

gut up in half-pound cans. You will be given credit for the shipment on account of 
•rder No. 176, the remainder of which you will hold until further directed. 
Respectfully, 

(Signed) Perry S. Heath, 

MWL.] First Amstant Postmaster- General. 

On December 6 a letter initialed by Louis and signed by the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, addressed to the superintendent of the 
railway mail service at Fort Worth, Tex., states (Exhibit A-4:): 

The first shipment of ink received from the manufacturer has not proved as suc- 
cessful as desired. When the second order was made the manufacturer set about 
making experiments, the result of which he claims has been to obtain a superior 
quality of ink for canceling purposes. 

On December 10 the following letter, bearing Louis's initials, was 
addressed to the company: 

Post-Office Department, 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Division of Post-Office Supplies, 

Washington, December 10, 1897. 
The Ault & Wiborg Company, 

Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Gentlemen: The Department has on hand about 15,000 pounds of canceling ink, 
the greater portion of which is of your manufacture, the remainder of the Caton 
Manufactunng Company. 

This ink is too sticky for the purpose for which it was intended, having been 
contracted for when the requirements for this article were unknown. The Depart- 
ment desires to know if you can take this ink and work it over to possess the 
qualities of the ink last ordered from you, viz., nondrying on the pad and quick drying? 
on the envelope when stamped. Please state what your charge per pound for doing 
this would be, you to paj; the freight and charges from Cincinnati to Washington. 
The packages are put up in the same manner and proportion as you have furnished 
them heretofore. 
By giving this your early attention you will greatly oblige. 
Yours, very respectfully, 

(Signed) Perry S. Heath, 

MWL] First Assistant Postmaster- General. 
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Up to December 10, 20,000 pounds of the Ault & Wiborg ink had 
been received. It would appear, therefore, from the letter quoted 
above, that the Ault & Wiborg ink which had been distributed was of 
unsatisfactory quality. 

The entire amount of ink purchased by the Department during the 
fiscal year 1896-97 was 21,600 pounds. Yet, when but five months of 
the fiscal year 1897-98 had expired, there had been purchased from the 
Ault & Wiborg Company 20,000 pounds, which does not seem to have 
been satisfactory; and Louis, in his letter of December 10, inquires of 
the company what it will charge for reworking its own ink so that it 
will be nt for use, ink which had been purchased by the Department 
at an excessive price because of its supposed superior quality. 

INK DESTROYED. 

A part of the ink purchased by the Department during the fiscal 
year 1897-98 appears to have been destroyed by burning under the 
boilers of the building in which the supply division is located and by 
carting to the city dump on M street. A large amount of ink was 
burned in the furnaces until the engineer complained that it was injur- 
ing the boilers and refused to permit any more to be burned. It was 
then that a large quantity was carted out to the dump; and unopened 
cans, not onl}^ of the Caton Manufacturing Company^s ink, but of the 
Ault & Wiborg ink, were picked up by negroes and by representatives 
of the competing firms who had been disappointed in the letting. This 
appears clearly established in Exhibits B-7 and B-8. 

Louis states that ink so destroyed or thrown away was that which 
had been opened and found to be useless; but this is not borne out by 
the testimony, as a large number of unopened cans of the Ault & 
Wiborg ink were found at the dump, and others were broken open at 
the suppl}" division and contents poured into barrels. Quantities of 
the Caton Manufacturing Company's ink also were destroyed in the 
same manner. In this connection I desire to invite your attention to 
the statements of George O. Preston, Joseph E. Graves, and Joseph 
A. Bogan (Exhibit B-9). 

Preston says that he received orders from Louis to destroy a large 
(juantity of ink that was on hand, a considerable portion of which was 
in unopened cans. Joseph A. Bogan and Joseph E. Graves state that 
they were present and heard Louis give such orders to Preston. 
Graves stated to the inspectors that he was instructed to destroy a 
quantity of ink, and that he complied with the instructions by open- 
ing the cans and pouring the ink into a barrel; that Louis ordered 
him, while engaged on the work, to use a hatchet in opening the cans, 
80 as to expedite the matter. Graves further sa^^s that a portion of 
the unopened ink so destroyed was the Ault & Wiborg Company's ink. 

This wanton destruction of ink that had been paid for by the 
Department as "superior" ink shows a reckless and almost criminal 
disregard for the interests of the Government. 

Louis asserts that Preston is unfriendly to him and made such state- 
ments from improper motives. Preston, however, is corroborated by 
Gmves and Bogan, and there is no evidence other than Louis's denial 
to indicate that they have in any way misrepresented the facts. 

During the fiscal year ended June 30, 1898, 59,948 pounds of ink 
were purchased from Ault & Wiborg Company, and 2,555 pounds 
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from the Caton Manufacturing Company; and at the beginning of the 
fiscal year there were 6,471 pounds on hand. Deduct from this 10,000 
pounds purchased from Auit & Wiborg, but not delivered until after 
the begmning of the next fiscal year, 7,966 pounds, the balance on 
hand June 30, 1898, and 61,018 pounds remain as the amount to be 
accounted for during the fiscal year, almost two and a half times as 
much as was consumed during the preceding fiscal year. 

The cost of canceling ink for the preceding year was $4,302.65; for 
the year under consideration it was $14,387.62, leaving a net excess of 
cost of canceling ink for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1898, over that 
ended June 30, 1897, of $10,084.87. Louis claims that ''the excess of 
expenditure was due to the necessity of reequipping the entire service 
with the new and ' superior ' ink ;" but there appears to be no evidence 
that the ink was in any way superior to that furnished by the Caton 
Manufacturing Company. And the above statement, therefore, seems 
to be more of an excuse than a reason for this lavish expenditure. 

There also appear to have been many excessive ana unnecessary 
shipments of ink to various post-oflSces. To illustrate, there were 
shipped to — 

Bristol, Tenn. : Pounds. 

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1896 8 

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1897 4 

Fiscalyear ended June 30, 1898 20 

Carthage, Mo.: 

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1897 4 

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1898 26 

Greensboro, N. C: 

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1896 8 

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1897 8 

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1898 44 

Such shipments indicate either a deliberate purpose to dispose of an 
excessive quantity of ink or an utter incapacity in administration. 

On July 2, 1898, a more orderly way of destroying the ink was 
adopted. Louis on that date addressed a letter to the chief clerk of 
the Department, requesting the appointment of a committee to dispose 
of a quantity of ink "condemned by postmasters and returned to the 
Department. This ink is considered absolutely worthless." And 
again, on October 5, 1898, he addressed the following letter to the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General: 

I have the honor to report that during the past three months a large number of 
cans of canceling ink, condemned and returned by postmasters to the Division of 
Post-Oflace Supplies, has accumulated and is occupying much-needed space. I 
would respectnillv request that you appoint a committee to dispose of this ink in 
such manner aa they may see fit to recommend. 

As a result of this letter, on October 10, George M. Allen, D. P. 
Leibhardt, and J. H. Robinson were appointed a committee for that 
purpose, who recommeded the destruction of the ink, which rec- 
ommendation was approved bv Acting Postmaster-General Heath. 
A large part of this ink was oi the Ault & Wiborg make, for which 
the Department had paid an excessive price because of its alleged 
"superior" quality. 

USE OF PENALTY LABELS. 

Large quantities of unsatisfactory Ault & Wiborg ink were returned 
to the company by registered mail, free of charge, for reworking. 
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Penalty labels also were sent to the company so that it could reship 
the ink to the Department without cost. This action seems to have 
been unprecedented, and, as far as can be ascertained, was a favor 
extendea to this company only. The Caton Manufacturing Company 
was required to send men to Washington at its own expense (Exhibit 
B-4) for the purpose of cleaning and resealing its leaky cans, and 
there is no reason why Ault & Wiborg should not have been required 
to do the same, or, if their ink was returned to them, it should have 
been at their expense. In this connection attention is invited to the 
following extracts from letters addressed to the Ault & Wiborg Com- 
pany, January 4 and 8, 1898, bearing Louis's initials, and signed by the 
First Assistant Postmaster-Cxeneral (Exhibit A-5): 

I wrote you yesterday regarding empty cans and boxes for the ink that had leaked 
and made it impossible for the Department to ship it to postmasters. I find that it 
will be impossible for this ofiice to undertake to put this ink in shape. The boxes 
are in such a condition that they can not be handled, and have therefore been 
thrown aw^ay. I will ship the cans to you by mail, so that you can replace or refill 
them in order that they may be transported safely from here. I will also send you 
franks, imder which you can send packages of any size by mail to this Department, 
thus saving to you the freight or express charges which otherwise would be incurred 
in returning this ink. Will advise jou by letter as soon as the shipment is made. 

Referring to my former communication concerning leakage caused by a number 
of the boxes having been broken when received, you are informed that I have 
this day forwarded to you by mail three cases, containing 460 half-pound cans, which 
were received in bad condition. In replacing this shortage it will not be necessary 
to furnish the ink in half-pound cans, as the Department will be satisfied to receive 
230 pounds of ink put up m sizes most convenient to yourselves. I inclose herewith 
free penalty labels, which you can use in sending tne ink to this office. If more 
labels are needed, please inform me. 

The superintendent of mails at New York City, on May 26, 1898, 
and again on July 11, 1898, complained of the character of the Ault & 
Wiborg ink (Exhibit B-16). As a result of this complaint Ault & 
Wiborg ink, style No. 3, was ordered, leaving on hand, however, 
1,000 pounds of the original shipment of the Ault & Wiborg ink. In 
connection with the excnange of this useless ink I submit the follow- 
ing letter: 

Post-Office Department, 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Division of Post-Office Supplies, 

Washington y April IS, 1900. 
The Ault & Wiborg Company, 

Cincinnati^ Ohio. 
Gentlemen: The following is a copy of a letter received from the postmaster at 
New York, N.Y.: 

"I have to invite your attention to the fact that 1,000 pounds of Ault & Wiborg 
canceling ink, which was condemned some years ago, is still at this office, and to 
request that you advise me as to what disposition shall be made of same, as it occu- 
pies space wfiich is verv much needed.'' 

This ink is from the nrst lot furnished by you, and the Department desires to know 
if you will kindly exchange it for a like^quantity of the kind now being furnished, 
namely, **The Ault & Wiborg No. 3." If this can be done the 1,000 pounds will 
be forwarded by mail from the New York office, and that with w^hich you replace it 
can be delivered to the postmaster at your city, so that there will be no expense for 
transportation. Your compliance with this request will be appreciated. 
Respectfully, 

(Signed) Perry S. Heath, 

WLKB] First Assistant Postmaster- General. 

Even ink No. 3, however, which seems to have been an improve- 
ment on inks Nos. 1 and 2, formerly furnished, was not entirely satis- 



Digitized by 



Google 



18 INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEPT. 

factory, as shown by the following letters selected from the numerous 
complaints on file in the supply division (Exhibit B-15): 

Jeptha, Ga., June W, 1901, 
In regard to the Ault & Wiborg ink No. 3, I have tried that ink and it don*t give 
satisfaction. It is so gummy that you can't keep the type clean. 

Oak Plain, Tenn., August 31, 1901, 
The canceling ink of Ault & Wiborg No. 3 we have I pronounce a failure. It 
clogs, glazes over, and acts more like pamt than ink; hence poor impressions. If you 
have an ink that is any good please send it and oblige. 

Trilla, III., September 3, 1901, 
I received the ink. This Ault & Wiborg ink No. 3 is no good. It soon hardens 
the pad and is too sticky. I think they have too much glue in it. 

Tulip, Mo., September 9, 1901, 
We think the fault is in the ink; it is too thick and gummy. 

Texas City, III., September 9, 1901, 
My greatest trouble in getting clear impressions is in the ink. It seems to be too 
thick. I sometimes put some coal oil on the pad, but it doesn't seem to do much 
good. My pad has also become more or less glazed on top. 

Price, Miss., October 1, 1901, 
The inferior stamping is the fault of the ink. It is more like train oil than any- 
thing else. Only one application will make the ink pad as hard as wood. 

LETTING FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1898-99. 

The committee on awards for the fiscal year 1898-99 was composed 
of M. W. Louis, W. M. Mooney, and L. S. Elmer. Mooney seems- 
to have been on friendly terms with Louis up to the time of this let- 
ting. He was made chairman of thp committee at* Louis's suggestion. 
Soon after the consideration of bids began, a difference arose between 
Louis and Elmer in regard to the contracts for twine and ink. Mooney 
supported Elmer's views of the matter, and as a result there was con- 
tinual friction in the committee. Mooney and Elmer state (Exhibits 
B-10 and B-11) that Louis was apparently anxious that the Ault & 
Wiborg Company should again be awarded the contract for ink, and 
the Ault Wooden Ware Company of Cincinnati, Ohio, should be given 
the contract for twine ; and that they were not willing to agree to this 
unless it should appear after a fair test of the samples that such com- 
panies were entitled to the contract on the merits of their goods. 

Mooney and Elmer proposed to submit samples of ink to a number 
of post-oflSces throughout the country for the purpose of testing its 
qualities. This proposition was strenuously opposed by Louis. The 
second proposition of Mooney and Elmer was that the different sam- 
ples should be submitted to the Washington City post-office for test- 
mg ; and to this Louis objected. Finally it was agreed that the inks 
should be tested in the Supply Division. Fifteen samples were sub- 
mitted by the various bidders. A key to these samples was con- 
structed bv Warren Dent, a colored messenger of the Supply Division, 
who was the only person supposed to have any knowledge of the key; 
but during the progress of the letting it appears that W. C. Long, a 
bidder on other articles, secured a copv of tne key and handed it to 
Elmer. It further appears that after knowledge of the key there was 
no difficulty in determining to whom the various samples belonged. 
Mooney and Elmer state that they had no knowledge or the key until 
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it was presented to them by Long. Mooney says that First Assistant 
Postmaster-General Heath was in the room several times where the 
committee met and took quite an interest in the work of the ccmmit- 
tee. Louis states that he never saw the samples nor the key during 
the letting, but that Mooney was in the room where the samples were 
kept. In relation to this, Dent, the messenger, says (Exhibit B-12) : 

The samples were placed in the bottom part of a filing case in the room which was 
occupied by the award committee, and the room was locked and the key in my cus- 
tody. Each can of ink bore the label of the manufacturer, and also the letter which 
I assigned to it. When Mr. Anderson tested the inks, I furnished him with ink. I 
was very careful not to disclose to him, or to anyone else, the name of the manu- 
facturers of the various samples. After the tests had proceeded for some days and 
several of the samples had l)een found unfit for use, Mr. Louis came to me and 
requested me to accompany him to the room in which the samples were locked. 
When w^e reached the room, he asked me where I kept the samples of ink. When 
I explained that they were in the closet he instructed me to get them out, which I 
did. He then examined several of the cans and instructed me to return them to the 
closet. Mr. Louis was the only member of the award committee who at any time 
asked me about the samples of ink. On one occasion Mr. Mooney was in the room. 
He sat at a table writing letters, but I am confident that he did not see the samples 
of ink. As a matter of fact, he did not know where the samples of ink were kept. 

Upon inquiry as to why Dent was given custody of the key to these 
samples, Louis, in a statement (Exhibit B-13) says that he had found 
Dent to be "absolutely reliable." 

The fact that knowledge of the key was secured by outside parties 
indicates that the whole system of testing was a farce. 

The committee was unable to agree upon a recommendation for ink, 
and another committee was appointed. The second committee con- 
sisted of Messrs. Alexander Grant, George W. Beavers, and C. E. 
Dawson. This committee was appointed June 27, 1898. Its final report 
on ink was not filed until March 15, 1899, though it appears to have 
been written September 3, 1898. Only the signatures of Dawson and 
Beavers appear on the report. Grant sa3^s he signed a report with a 
recommendation, but that part which he signed appears to have been cut 
out from the report and a sheet substitutea, signed only by Beavers and 
Dawson, who made the following recommendation (Exhibit A-6): 

After careful consideration and in view of the decision of the Acting Assistant 
Attorney-General that the Postmaster-General is not required to advertise for cancel- 
ing ink, we respectfully recommend the rejection of all bids therefor, and that the 
supply as needed from time to time be purchased in open market, with sufficient 
competition to insure the best ink at the lowest price, and that the firm from which 
the ink mav be purchased be required to furnish the same in lots of 5,000 pounds, 
or more, ii desired by the Department, to be put up in such quantities as the 
Department may direct. 

The opinion of Acting Assistant Attorney-General Barrett (Exhibit 
B-14) was submitted on December 20, 1898, in which it was held that 
the Postmaster-General was not required b}^ the law to purchase can- 
celing ink by contract, but could buy the same in the open market. 
As a result of the disagreement of the first committee, and upon the 
recommendation of Beavers and Dawson, based upon the opinion of 
Barrett, Louis was permitted, from March, 1899, until the beginning 
of the fiscal year 1902-3, to buy canceling ink from the Ault & VViborg 
Company in the open market at 30 cents per pound, 6 cents more than 
their last competitive bid, 10 cents more than the Department paid 
before Louis became superintendent of the division, and from 4 to 9 
cents higher than the present price. 
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INKING PADS. 

In the letting of the contract for inking pads for the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1898, there were seven bidders. The bids of Herman 
Baumgarten and W. C. Long impressed the committee most favorably. 
Baumgarten submitted three samples of different quality, at 12, 14:, 
and 16 cents per pad. Long submitted five samples, the cheapest 
being 15 cents per pad. The committee rejected the 12-cent sample of 
Baumgarten's because it was of an inferior quality and decided in favor 
of the 14:-cent pad, the next lowest in price. 

At the next meeting of the committee Louis informed Mooney and 
Elmer that Herman Baumgarten had called upon him and stated that 
he could not recommend the 14:-cent pad, as it was of poor quality. On 
this information the committee awarded the contract to W. C. Long, 
of Washington, D. C, at 15 cents per pad. Baumgarten declared that 
he had no such conversation with Louis, and that his 14:-cent pad was a 
better pad than Long furnished (Exhibit B-18). 

Louis admits that he made such statements to the committee, and as 
a result the contract was awarded to Long, who says (Exhibit B-17): 

I had a talk with him (Louis) on Decoration Day in my office, No. 1314 F street. 
During this conversation he told me the pad contract had been given to Mr. Bamn- 

firten, but that he would give me an order for 1,000 pads at any time I wanted it. 
he next day at noon he came back to my office and told me that he had had a talk 
with Mr. Baumgarten and found that his pads did not come up to what he expected, 
and that he had asked the committee to set aside that award and give the pad con- 
tract to me, which was done, at 15 cents per pad. 

Long was not a manufacturer of pads, so he bought the pads which 
he furnished the Department from Baumgarten for 12i cents each. 
Baumgarten says the pads he furnished Long were not as good a qual- 
ity as those he oflFered for 14 cents. 

There were 65,000 pads bought during the year, upon which Long 
received a net prolit of $1,625, and the Department was furnished an 
inferior grade of goods. This loss seems to be chargeable directly to 
the false statements of Louis. 

METHOD OF ISSUING INK AND PADS. 

I 

The method of issuing canceling ink and pads merits consideration. 

Numerous complaints are received at the Department from the Com- 
missioner of Pensions relative to the poor impression of postmarking 
stamps upon pension vouchers. As a result of these complaints, a 
circular was prepared for the instruction of postmasters at fourth - 
class offices. These circulars were distributed to the various pension 
agents, who, in turn, forwarded them to such postmasters as failed to 
exercise proper care in postmarking vouchers. The circular instructs 
the postmaster to affix the imprint of his postmarking stamp on the same 
and return it to the First Assistant Postmaster-General. W hen this cir- 
cular reaches the supply division, the impression of the postmarking 
stamp thereon is used as a basis to determine the necessity for furnish- 
ing canceling ink or pad. The inspectors counted 6,000 of these cir- 
culars, and found that 50 per cent of them had been used as orders 
for new ink and pads. 

That no judgment was used in forwarding supplies in this manner is 
demonstrated by Exhibit B-19, which consists of 150 of these circulars 
upon which ink and pads were sent out, and with few exceptions the 
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postmarks upon the circulars are perfectly clear and legible, showing 
the absurdity of the claim that new ink and pads were necessary. 

In some instances the circulars were not postmarked at all, yet a new 
outfit of ink and pad was furnished the postmaster. This unwarranted 
and wasteful method of furnishing suppnes resulted, in many instances, 
in duplication, as shown by the following letters on file in the supply 
division (Exhibit B-20): 

Columbia, Okla., March 17, 190S. 
■ I have now on hand three cans of canceling ink, enough to last this oflBce for four 
years. Also have two pads that have never oeen used. I have never ordered any 
of them. 

BuocKf KAiH8.f March 27, 190S. 
The last inking pads and ink I did not need. Just got a supply. 

BoLARviLLE, Ohio, April 1, 1903. 
You sent me two pads and two cans of ink. Will I keep last pad and ink or return 
it? I hold same for reply. 

Watt, Ohio, April 6, 1903. 
This is the second time you sent me a new pad and ink in the last thirty days. I 
did not order the last, but I will take care of it until I do need it. 

Cement City, Mich., April 11, 1903. 
Through some mistake you have sent this office the same supplies twice. I have 
no need of so many. Shall I return them to the Department? 

Numerous other letters of a similar character have been received. 

When the edition of the Postal Laws and Regulations of 1902 was 
mailed, a receipt, properly postmarked, was required from each post- 
master. These receiptts were used for the same j)urpose as the pension 
circulars, and quantities of ink and pads were issued on the appear- 
ance of the postmark. Such business methods indicate either an utter 
lack of capacity for administration, or a willful and deliberate pui-pose 
to increase the consumption of ink and pads for the benefit of the 
contractors. 

WRAPPING TWINE. 

The committee on awards for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1898, 
also disagreed as to the awarding of the contract for twine. There 
were five bidders for twine: William A. Wheeler, jr., at 6.67 cents 
per pound; Henry L. Little, at 6.9 cents per pound; M. D. Helm, at 
7 cents; the Ault Wooden Ware Company, at 7.33 cents, and the 
Manhattan Supj)ly Company, at 7.98 cents. 

Wheeler's twine was rejected by the full conmiittee because it was 
deficient in tensile strength and was rough and uneven in appearance. 
The bid of ^iittle (the next lowest) was set aside because the sample 
was short in yardage. The three bidders whose samples met the 
requirements of the specifications were M. D. Helm, the Ault Wooden 
Ware Company, and the Manhattan Supply Company. At the sugges- 
tion of Louis, letters were written to these three bidders to ascertain 
from what source they expected to secure their twine. 

No answer was received trom Helm; the Manhattan Supply Company 
declined to give the information, and the Ault Wooden Ware Company 
answered that it had an arrangement with the same mills which were 
then supplying the Department. Because Helm and the Manhattan 
Supply Company refused to state where they expected to secure the 
twine, it seems that the committee decided in favor of the Ault 
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Wooden Ware Company. Mooney states, however, that before the 
award was actually made he was approached by J. C. Morrow, presi- 
dent of the Wilmington Mills, who said that he understood the Little 
bid, the second lowest, had been rejected, and asked why the commit- 
tee had taken such action. He was informed that the Little twine was 
short in yardage. Morrow then stated that the sample was from his 
mills and it was not short in yardage; that he would not be so foolish 
as to furnish a short sample, and that a fair test would prove his asser- 
tion. As a result of this conversation, Mooney and Elmer agreed that 
another test should be made; to this Louis strenuously objected. 

During the first test Louis fed the twine onto the measuring reeL 
At the second test the reel was fed by Preston. ^ The second test sat- 
isfied Mooney and Elmer that the Little twine was above the speci- 
fications in yardage, and that the contention of Morrow was well 
founded, and they therefore made a majority report in favor of accept- 
ing Little's bid. Louis, as a counteraction, then submitted a minor- 
ity report in favor of the Wheeler twine, a twine which the committee 
had unanimously rejected because it was inferior in tensile strength. 
Mooney and Preston state that Louis wanted to give the conti*act to 
the Ault Wooden Ware Company, but when he found that the other two 
members of the committee would not agree to that he recommended 
the Wheeler twine, which they had all agreed was not suitable. 

No action was taken on the report of this committee, and it was dis- 
charged. The matter was then referred to another committee consist- 
ing of Alexander Grant, George W. Beavers, and C. E. Dawson, who, 
after considering the whole matter, recommended that no award be 
made, as twine could be bought in the open market at 7 cents a pound, 
which was the bid of Helm, the next lowest bidder to Little (Exhibit 
A-7). 

The Manhattan Supply Company furnished the twine during the 
fiscal year ended June 30, 1898. Tiis company acted as the represent- 
ative of the twine mills, for which service it received a commission of 
2 per cent. The Department requires about 30,000 pounds of twine a 
week; and no mill is willing to take the entire contract and assume the 
risks of fire, strikes, and other casualties incident to the business. In 
1897 the Manhattan Supply Company made the contract with the 
Department to furnish it twine, but had an agreement with the 
Schlichter Mills, of Philadelphia, Pa., and the Wilmington Mills, of 
Wilmington, Del., that each should furnish one-half of the twine. 

When bids for the fiscal year beginning Jul}^ 1, 1898, were called 
for a proposition was made to the owners of the two mills by Ault, of 
the Ault Wooden Ware Company, to enter into a contract with them 
to furnish him twine for the use of the Post-Office Department during 
the ensuing fiscal year. The mill owners, J. C. Morrow, of the Wil- 
mington Mills, and Isaac Schlichter, of the Philadelphia Mills, both 
state (Exhibits B-22 and B-23) that they were given to understand by 
Ault that he could obtain the contract through the influence of Louis, 
superintendent of the supply division. Morrow and Schlichter 
declare they then entered into an agreement with Ault to furnish him 
twine at 6 cents per pound, f . o. b. Philadelphia, Ault to make his 
own price to the Department. Morrow in his statement says: 

My distinct understanding from Mr. Ault was that he was to secure the twine con- 
tract through the influence of Mr. Louis, chief of the Division of Post-OflBce Supplies, 
and that Mr. Louis was to receive a money consideration for exerting his influence 
in behalf of Mr. Ault. 
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Morrow is now president of a large rug factory in Vineland, N. J., 
and is no longer interested in the twine business. Schlichter, when 
asked if Ault mentioned the name of the person in the Supply Divi- 
sion who was to ^ive him the contract, said: 

No, but I did — Mr. Louis, superintendent Supply Division, Post-Office Department^ 
and in which he (Ault) evidently acquiesced. 

Ault admits that he made the contract for twine as stated by Mor- 
row and Schlichter, but denies that he told them he had arranged to 
secure the contract through the influence of Louis (Exhibit B-24). 
Louis denounces the statements of Morrow and Schlichter as false. 
Schlichter states that when he visited Washington to ascertain what 
was to be done about the contract, Louis approached him and stated 
that the whole thing had exploded, which he understood to mean that 
Louis was unable to give the contract to Ault as had been arranged. 

It is diflScult to determine the truth of assertions made by interested 
parties upon matters of this'kind. Schlichter and Morrow seem to be 
reputable business men. Their statements are in a way corroborated 
by those of Mooney and Elmer. Whether Louis had a corrupt agree- 
ment with Ault can not be conclusively determined, but there appears 
to be no doubt that he was anxious that Ault should secure the con- 
tract for twine. 

On account of the disagreement of this committee and because of 
the recommendation of the subsequent committee, jute twine for the 
fiscal year beginning «Tuly 1, 1898, was purchased in the open market 
from M. D. Helm, of ^ew York, who also secured the contract for 
the following year and has held it continuously since. His bid for 
that fiscal year was 6.65 cents per pound; for 1899-1900, 6.97 cents; 
for 1900-1901, 10.95 cents; for 1901-2, 7.45 cents; for 1902-3, 8.72 
cents. 

It is charged that an unnecessary amount of twine was bought dur- 
ing the closmg months of the fiscal year ended June 30, 1901, when 
the price was 10.95 cents per pound, and that no efl^ort was made to 
curtail the requisitions until the contract for the ensuing fiscal year 
became eflfective, at which time the price dropped to 7.45 cents per 
pound (Exhibit B-26). 

On March 2, 1901, the balance of twine on hand was 7,802 pounds. 
This balance was gradually increased until June 1, 1901, when it 
amounted to 102,392 pounds. This was the largest balance on hand 
at anv one time during the period that Louis had been in charge of the 
supply division. An employee of the division, Charles F. Granholm, 
who was acquainted with First Assistant Postmaster-General Johtison, 
states (Exhibit B-25) that he advised Mr. Johnson there was a scheme 
on hand to purchase a large amount of twine and carry it over to the 
next fiscal year. Mr. Johnson, therefore, called for an estimate of 
the amount of twine necessary to supply the Department during the 
remainder of the fiscal year. Upon receiving this estimate he instructed 
Louis to reduce the requisitions to the lowest possible number. 

After that the balance of twine on hand decreased, but at the close 
of the fiscal year there were still 63,875 pounds on hand. Louis con- 
tends that this amount was necessary in order to run the service dur- 
ing the first two weeks of the new year. This contention, however, 
does not appear to be well founded, because the balance on hand at 
the beginning of the fiscal year 1898-99 was but 25,655 pounds; and of 
1899-1900, 26,505 pounds; and 1900-1901, 31,847 pounds, and no 
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inconvenience to the service resulted. Contractors are always notified 
that th^y must have twine for shipment July 1; and furthermore, the 
same contractor was to furnish the supply for the incoming year, so 
that there could be no more danger of a shortage of twine on the Ist 
of July than at any other time, the only difi'erence being that the 
price dropped about 3 cents a pound on that date. 

The price for the fiscal year 1899-1900 was 6.97 cents per pound. 
This price was increased to' 10.95 cents for the following year, and 
during the first week of that year 58,904 pounds of twine were pur- 
chased, which cost the Department $2,503.42 more than it would have 
cost had it been ordered tne previous week. 

If 31,847 pounds of twine were suflScient to have on hand at the close 
of the fiscal year when the price of twine was advancing about 4 cents 
per pound, 1 can see no reason why it should not have been enough 
when the price was dropping more than 3 cents a pound. And there 
is reason to believe that it First Assistant Postmaster-General Johnson 
had not given his personal attention to the requisitions for twine the 
amount on hand at the close of the fiscal year 1900-1901 would have 
been greater than it was. 

Complaints also have been made as co the printing of facing clips 
and other incidental supplies needed by the Department. It is unneces- 
sary to go into the details of all these minor transactions. They are 
clearly and minutely set forth in the report of Inspectors Harrison 
and Furniss. It is sufficient, perhaps, to say that the same methods of 
administration as indicated heretofore have prevailed throughout the 
entire division. 

CONCLUSION. 

From the foregoing it appears that the appointment of M. W. Louis 
as cashier of the Kansas City post-office, when it was not intended that 
he should perform any service whatever in that office, was irregular, 
and that his assignment as acting superintendent of the Division of 
Supplies while carried on the rolls and paid as an employee of the 
Kansas City post-office was unlawful (Exhibit A-8). 

That he influenced the awarding of the contract for canceling ink 
for the fiscal year 1897-98 to the Ault & Wiborg Company, of Cincin- 
nati, at a higher rate than offered by other bidders, not because of the 
merits of the ink, but as a favor to that company for reasons not fully 
explained. 

That in the administration of his office he has shown undue friend- 
ship for these contractors by improperly granting them the use of 
Eenalty labels and bj^ paying them for worthless ink that should have 
een returned. 

That he has been extravagant and wasteful in furnishing canceling 
ink and pads to postmasters when the}^ had not been ordered and were 
not needed. 

That in the burning and throwing awav of ink he was guilty of 
reckless and almost criminal disregard for the interests of the Govern- 
ment. 

That by deception, in the letting for the fiscal year 1898-99, he 
threw the contract for pads to W. C. Long, at an increased price over 
other responsible bidders, to the great loss of the Department. 

That during the fiscal years 1899-1900, 1900-1901, and 1901-2, he 
bought from the Ault & Wiborg Company, of Cincinnati, canceling 
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ink, practically without competition, and paid an extravagant price 
therefor. 

That in the purchase of a large amount of twine at the close of the 
fiscal year 1900-1901 he acted in the interests of the contractors and 
against the interests of the Department. 

That his administration of the division shows incompetency and 
extravagance. 

I, therefore, recommend that he be summarily removed from office, 

[Louis was removed October 21, 1903.] 

PURCHASE OP MANIFOLD BOOKS. 

During the progress of the investigation attention was called to the 
large expenditures for manifold books. This matter was made a sub- 
ject of special investigation and assigned to Inspectors Harrison and 
Furniss. Their report is submitted herewith, marked "Exhibit C". 

Until recently the use of manifold books for registry receipts was 
limited to post-offices registering 2,000 or more pieces of mail per 
annum. These books consisted of duplicate leaves containing eight 
receipts each. The duplicate receipt was made by placing a carbon 
leaf between the two pages. The original receipt when written was 
torn out and handed to the sender of the letter or package, and the 
carbon copy retained as a record in the office. This system was entirely 
satisfactory, except as to carrier registration books which were adopted 
in 1900. Tne carriei's complained of inconvenience in handling the 
carbon sheets while registering letters on their routes. 

Early in the year 1901, George L. Morton, of Wilmington, N. C, 
sales agent for the Galena Signal Oil Companj'^, of Franklin, Pa., sub- 
mitted samples of a metallic duplicating paper to Superintendent 
Louis, of tne supply division, and was by him referred to W. H. 
Landvoigt, superintendent of the registry division of the Third 
Assistant Postmaster-General's Office. 

This metallic duplicating paper is made by a patented process con- 
trolled by the General Manifold Company, of Franklin, Pa., which 
companj'^ is composed very largely of the stockholders of the Galena 
Signal Oil Company. Mr. Morton represented both institutions. 
Landvoigt at once became interested in the paper. He thought it 
furnished an opportunity for obtaining a suitable registration book 
for the carriers. Morton had sample books made and these were 
tested by officials of the Railway Mail Service, of the Washington 
post-office, and others, all of whom Landvoigt says (Exhibit C-1) 
unhesitatingly pronounced them a success. 

Representatives of the manifold companir claimed that their books 
could be furnished cheaper than those with interleaving carbon sheets 
then in use, and on September 28, 1901, submitted an estimate of 
prices on carrier receipt books and a small window registry book 
(Exhibit D). At that time, however, the Department was unable to 
purchase any large number of these manifold books because there was 
no appropriation available for that purpose. The law provided that 
all printing and binding, except that of an urgent nature, should be 
done at the Government Printing Office, and the Public Printer was 
not authorized to purchase finished books. 

The Third Assistant Postmaster-General suggested to the represent- 
atives of the manifold company that they quote a price on the patent 
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duplicating paper, that the Public Printer could then, under the pro- 
visions of the appropriation act, buy the paper and make the books. 
This they declined to do. 

There was an appropriation of $20,000 for the office of the Third 
Assistant Postmaster-General, a part of which could be used for the 
purchase of these books (Exhibit L)-8). There also was an appropria- 
tion of $30,000 for the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General 
for printing facing slips, card-slide labels, and books and blanks of an 
urgent nature, a part of which might be used for the purchase of these 
books. It appears that during the fiscal year 1901-2, $2,676.60 of 
the miscellaneous appropriation for the Third Assistant Postmaster- 
General's office was expended for these books, and $4,469.60 from the 
appropriation for facing slips, etc., for the First Assistant's Office. 

Under the legislative restriction which prevented the Public Printer 
from buying finished books it was impossible to place the books made 
by the General Manifold Compan}'^ in general use in the registry sys- 
tem. It became necessary, therefore, either for the manifold com- 
pany to sell the paper to the Public Printer, from which he could 
make the books, or that the law should be changed so as to authorize 
the Public Printer to buy complete books% The representatives of 
the company declined to sell the paper, but undertook to have the law 
changed (Exhibit C-14). 

Morton states (Exhibit C-14) that he appeared before the House Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads and presented the merits of 
his books; that the chairman of the committee was much impressed 
with the books and sent for Mr. Louis, of the supply division, and 
discussed with him the feasibility of their adoption. Morton further 
states that Congressional friends of his secured the insertion in the 
sundry civil bill for the fiscal year 1902-3 of the following provision: 

The Public Printer is authorized hereafter to procure and supply, on the requisi- 
tion of the head of any Executive Department or other Government establishment, 
complete manifold blanks, books, and forms required in duplicating processes; 
* * * and to charge such supplies to the allotment for printing and bindmg of the 
Department or Government establishment requiring the same. 

The insertion of this provision in the sundry civil bill was much 
more favorable to the company than to have it incorporated in the 
post-oflSce bill, because it thereby became applicable to all the Depart- 
ments, while if it had been embodied in the postoflSce bill it might 
have applied only to the Post-OflSce Department. 

It appears that the use of this paper was a subject of discussion in the 
subcommittee of the House Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. Representatives of the compan}^ had made a favorable impres- 
sion on some members of the committee (Exhibits B-4 and D-6). 
Superintendent Louis states that Mr. Loud personally handed him a 
sample of the window registration book, and stated that he thought it 
was a good thing and asked him if he had authority to buy it with any 
money appropriated for the Post-OflSce Department. 

After «Tuly 1, 1902, when the appropriation containing the proviso 
heretofore quoted became effective, the books were placed in general 
use throughout the registrv service. 

These books were introduced upon the theory that they were more 
convenient and cheaper than the old form with interleaving carbon 
sheets. In this connection a letter is submitted, signed by the Third 
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Assistant Postmaster-General, initialed by Landvoigt, dated January' 
30, 1902 (Exhibit D-1). 

Based upon the estimates submitted by the manifold company Sep- 
tember 28, 1901, the assumption that these books would be cheaper 
was well founded. These estimates, however, referred only to carrier 
registration books and a small window registration book that was 
never used. But there does not seem to Imve been any schedule of 
prices agreed upon for the other books used in the service, of which 
there are 14 or more varieties. 

That the books were not cheaper is clearly demonstrated by the 
following figures. The purchases from the General Manifold Com- 
pany for the fiscal year 1902-3 are here given: 

From the appropriation for printing and binding $59, 514. 25 

From the appropriation for printing facing slips, etc 14, 960. 52 

From the general appropriation of the Third Assistant Postmaster- 
General's Office 10,294.08 

Total purchase of manifold books from the General Manifold Company 
for the fiscal year 84, 768. 85 

Total cost for manifold books for the entire registry service for the fiscal 
year 1900-1901 when made by the Public Printer 41, 499. 24 

Excess of cost of manifold books for the fiscal year 1902-3 when pur- 
chased from the General Manifold Company 43, 269. 61 

It will be observed that the adoption of the Manifold Company's 
books has more than doubled the cost of these supplies over the cost 
of the old books purchased from the Public Printer. 

It has been suggested that since most of the service has been sup- 
plied with manifold books the consumption will not be so great m 
the future as it was in the first year of their introduction; but in this 
connection it should be borne in mind that there were a lar^e number 
of the old-style books on hand that were used during the fascal year, 
and the probability is that the consumption of these books will increase 
if the present method of distribution continues. 

As heretofore stated, there was no schedule of prices agreed upon for 
the books when adopted. However, the price first charged by the 
manifold company did not materially differ from that charged by the 
Public Printer for the old-style books; but there was a rapid advance 
in prices soon after the books became generally used. The erratic 
price of these duplicating books is an interesting study. To illus- 
trate, take the following orders for Form 1608, Through Reefistry 
Pouch Bill Book: 



Date of order. 



Num- 
ber of 
books. 



For post-office at- 



I Cost. 

I 

I 



October 9,1902.... 
October 29,1902... 
November 15, 1902 

July 16, 1902 

October 20, 1902... 
November 26, 1902 
October 13, 1902... 
January 7, 1903 . . . 

April 18,1903 

September 13, 1902 
December 30, 1902. 
January 20, 1903.. 



25 

25 

26 

50 

50 

50 

100 

100 

100 

200 

200 

200 



Atlanta, Ga 1 ^3.00 

Detroit, Mich i 54, 73 

Ogden, Utah 57. 85 

Bnffalo,N.Y ' 60.50 

Pittsburg, Pa 64. 63 

do ' 93.68 

Boston, Mass ; 126. 50 

San Francisco, Cal 162. 69 

Boston, Mass ! 165. 00 

Washington, D. C l 247.50 

Chicago, 111 321.97 

Washington, D. C ! 302. 28 
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These books were identical except as to name of the office. 
Form 1649, window registration books: 



Take 



Date of order. 



Num- 
ber of 
books. 



For post-office at— 



Cost. 



August 26, 1902... 
October 9, 1902. . . . 
November 17, 1902 
October 9, 1902.... 
November 11, 1902. 
February 14, 1903 . 



Tacoma, Wash.. 
Kansas City, Mo 
Newark, N. J . . . 
Hartford, Conn. 
Pittsburg, Pa... 
Baltimore, Md.. 



185.75 
38.60 
49.60 
75.63 
93.41 
88.00 



For further details as to the remarkable advances made in the prices 
of these books after the Government had adopted them special atten- 
tion is invited to Exhibits B, C, and D-7. 

At first there was no great diflference between the price of the old- 
style books with interleaving carbon sheets and the metallic duplicat- 
ing manifold books; but the advanced price made the patent book 
much more expensive. To illustrate: 

25 volumes of the old window manifold registration books, 2,000 receipts 
each, ordered from the Public Printer, June 19, 1902, for Atlantic City, N. J., 
cost $41.25 

25 volumes of the same form, with the exception that the books contained 
but 1,000 receipts, half the number of those furnished by the Government 
Printer, ordered from the General Manifold Company, November 17, 1902, 
for Newark, N. J., cost 49. 50 

or $8.25 more than the old style book, which contained double the 
number of receipts. In other words, the Public Printer charged 
$41.25 for 50,000 receipts and the General Manifold Company, $49.50 
for 25,000 receipts. 

No one will admit responsibility for this remarkable increase in the 

?rice of the books. Officers of the bureau of the Third Assistant 
ostmaster-General declare that they are not responsible; that they 
simply passed upon the feasibility of their ube, the price being wholly 
for the supply division to determine; that thev had supposed the 
books were costing less than the old books. Their claim seems to 
be well founded, inasmuch as the appropriation • from which these 
expenditures were paid is controlled by the supply division. Superin- 
tendent Louis states that he is not responsible for the prices of the 
books; that they were adopted at the request of the Third Assistant's 
office; that he was simply a medium through which they were ordered 
from the Public Printer, and that the question of price is for the 
Public Printer to determine. 

The Public Printer declares (Exhibit B-29) that he is not responsi- 
ble for the price of the books any more than the cost of any other 
supplies that are ordered of him by the Post-Office Department; that 
no requisitions were filled by him until the estimate as to cost was 
approved by the superintendent of the supply division. 

The weignt of evidence indicates that the responsibility is on the 
superintendent of the sujjply division. The expenditure is paid from 
an appropriation under his control; and his approval of the estimate 
is required before the supplies are ordered by the Public Printer. 
The Public Printer charges a commission of 10 per cent for ordering 
these books. Louis claims that such commission is paid him for look- 
ing after the business, passing upon the merits of the work, the rea- 
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sonableness of the prices, etc. The Public Printer states (Exhibit D-2) 
that this 10 per cent is an arbitrary charge made on all supplies ordered 
through him and is for the purpose of covering the clerical expenses 
of his oflSce. 

Mr. C. G. Burkhardt, superintendent of the sales department of 
the General Manifold Company, declares that their first quotations 
were found to be too low, and tnat an advance in the price was made 
of from 25 to 50 per cent, not onl}^ on all Government supplies, but 
commercial work as well (Exhibit C-2). There are no books in com- 
mercial use similar to those used in the registry system, so that an 
accurate comparison as to prices can not be made. But inquiry from 
several commercial firms using these General Manifold supplies shows 
that Burkhardt's statement is not true. 

While the company has a legitimate right to advance the price of 
its product if it sees fit, the officers of the Government have been 
unable to furnish any reasonable excuse for their negligence in not 
having a uniform price fixed or agreed upon between the company and 
the Department before the books were adopted. 



It appears that Arnold Landvoigt, son of Superintendent Land- 
voigt, is an employee of Gen. Charles Miller, president of the General 
Manifold Company, at Franklin, Pa. (Exhibit C-8), and it has been 
suggested that this employment is the result of his father's aid to the. 
company in the introduction of its books into the registry system. 
Landvoigt states that his son is so employed, but stoutly denies that 
such employment was given as a consideration for any act of his, 
directly or indirectly (Exhibit D-5). These statements of Landvoigt 
are substantially confirmed by Morton, the representative of the com- 
pany who secured the young man's employment. In relation to this 
subject the following facts are submitted: 

Early in the calendar year 1901, George L. Morton, at the sugges- 
tion of M. W. Louis, superintendent of the supply division, took up 
with W. H. Landvoigt, superintendent of the registry system, the 
subject of the adoption of this metallic duplicating paper for the books 
used in the registry system. This was the beginning of the acquaint- 
ance of Landvoigt and Morton. After considering the matter for 
several months, on September 28, 1901, a proposition to supply cer- 
tain manifold books to the Departrnent was submitted by the company 
which Morton represented. In October, the following conversation 
took place between Landvoigt and Morton (see Landvoigt's statement, 
Exhibit C-1): 

It was on one of these occasions, I think some time in the latter part of October or 
the 1st of November, that Mr. Morton, when we were spending a social evening 
together with some friends, made the remark to me, which I shall never forget: 
"Old man, you are worrying again about that boy, and you must stop it. I think I 
can find a place for him, where, if there is anything in him, he will have the future 
he is looking for.*' I replied, **If you do, I shall never forget you." 

On November 20, 1901, Morton addressed Landvoigt the following 
telegram (Exhibit D-3): 

Please wire me total yearly value of books and blanks used in your Department in 
which manifold process is or could be used. Will tell you on my arrival in Wash- 
ington of arrangements for your son. 

S. Doc. 151 3 
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November 22, 1901, Landvoigt answered as follows: 

About $42,000 was paid for manifold work for the registry service during the last 
fiscal year. 

On December 17, Landvoigt's son was employed by the manifold 
company at a salary of $75 per month. He was 23 years old, had 
never had any business experience, had resided some years in Germany, 
and was a musical student; afterwards he was promoted to $1,200 per 
annum. 

On February 15, 1902, requisition was made for 15,000 carrier regis- 
tration books, and from that date the manifold company's books have 
been in continuous use. 

CONCLUSION. 

It therefore appears that there is no evidence that Landvoigt solic- 
ited from the General Manifold Company the emploj^ment of his son, 
or that there was a specific understanding between tne representatives 
of the company and himself that in consideration of such employment 
their books were to be adopted by the Department, but that while the 
question of the adoption of their books was pending before his divi- 
sion and before any orders had been given for them, a proposition was 
made to him by Morton, a representative of the company, to furnish 
his son employment at a libei-al salary, considering tne young man's 
experience in commercial aflfairs. 

That such employment for his son was accepted by Landvoigt and 
considered a great personal favor. 

- That soon after such employment became effective, orders were 
given to the Manifold company for their books, and that their use was 
gradually extended to include all manifold books used in the registry 
system. 

Landvoigt entered the postal service August 6, 1875, as messenger 
at $720 per 3^ear. He has been promoted in salary eight times, the 
last promotion being July 1, 1903, to $2,750 per annupi. He is now 
superintendent of the classification division. As far as I have been 
able to learn, his record in the routine work of the Department has 
always been creditable. 

The question in this case, therefore, is. Should the chief of a division 
of the Department, whose duty it is in dealing with contractors to 
represent the Government and to protect its interests, be permitted 
to accept valuable personal favors from a contractor while matters 
affecting the interests of that contractor are pending before him ? In 
my opinion he should not. 

It was Landvoigt's duty to pass on the quality and merits of the 
supplies furnished by this company. The acceptance of a favor of 
this character, therefore, was especially dangerous, as the value of 
such a favor at any time might be increased pr decreased at the 
pleasure of the company, which fact would necessaril}^ be in his mind 
continually when dealing with questions affecting its interests. 

To permit such a practice on the part of Department officials would 
endanger the integrity of the service. 

Landvoigt's action may not have been prompted by a corrupt 
or venal motive. He may not have realized at the time the gravity 
of his offense. But in any event, the interests of good administration 
demand his separation from the service. 

[Landvoigt's resignation was accepted October 24, 1903.] 
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LOUIS KEMPNER. 

On July 1, 1902, Landvoigt was succeeded as superintendent of the 
Registry System by Louis Kempner. Under Kempner's administra- 
tion the use of the manifold books has been greatly extended. Under 
Landvoigt the use of manifold window registration books was restricted 
to oflSces registering two thousand or more letters per annum. This 
practically confined their use to offices of the first and second classes, 
of which there are but 1,349 in the United States. In the fourth-class 
offices the old-style registry receipt books, containing 450 receipts and 
costing only 30 cents, were used. 

Kempner abolished the restriction as to the use of manifold books, 
and they were furnished to all offices regardless of the number of reg- 
istrations. By this action he made these books available for use m 
the third and fourth class offices, of which there are 72,821. 

The original estimate, of September 28, 1901, for window registra- 
tion books, was for a book containing 500 receipts, at a cost of 22^ 
cents. This book, however, was never used, but in its stead a book 
containing 1,000 receipts, which cost $1.10, was furnished. Why a 
book conSiining 500 receipts that cost 22i cents was not ordered, and 
a book with only double the number of receipts but costing five times 
as much was selected does not appear. The small book was certainly 
large enough for use in the 70,000 fourth-class offices. 

The average registration in the State of North Carolina, including 
all offices, during the fiscal year 1902, was but 88 letters per office. 
There are 1,800 offices in that State which have less than 50 registra- 
tions per annum. The average registration in the entire State of Vir- 
ginia, including the first-class offices, is but 109 to the office; in South 
Carolina, 120; in Alabama, 141. 

These books are made of material requiring careful handling. Yet 
they have been sent out to hundreds of offices throughout the country 
that are kept in small country stores and farmhouses where there are 
few letters registered and where the records are carelessly kept 
(Exhibit D~4). To illustrate: 

One of these books was recently sent to Cheatbridge, W. Va., where 
but 5 letters were registered during the year 1902; also one to Simmon- 
grove, N. C, where but 11 letters were registered; to Suydam, N. Y., 
where 14 were registered; Ballards, Mich., 21; Grogan, Minn., 17; 
Guam, N. Mex., 10. 

Oat of recent shipments to 40 fourth-class post-offices in Ohio, taken 
at i*andom, 23 of them were for offices that registered less than 100 
letters and packages last year. 

In a very large number of these offices it will require from ten to 
twenty-five years to use the receipts provided in one of these books, 
80 that thousands of them will be worn-out and destroyed long before 
half the receipts are used. 

Kempner states that he sent these books to the fourth-class offices 
in order to provide a uniform book for registration. There is no neces- 
sity, however, for such uniformity. 

Another feature of Kempner's administration that deserves special 
attention is the printing of the names of the post-offices in the window 
registration book. As has been said, these books cost $1.10 per volume 
in large quantities, the name of 'the office being left in blank to be 
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inserted by rubber stamp or pen, but when the name of the office is 
printed in, the price is greatly increased. To illustrate: 

' 5 volumes with name printed, supplied to Washington 

Bridge Station, New York, January 24, 1903, cost $22. 00, or $4. 40 per vol. 

10 volumes for Portland, Me., Mav 26, 1903, cost. 34. 10, or 3. 41 per vol. 

15 volumes for Troy, N. Y. , March 11, 1903, cost 37. 95, or 2. 52 per vol. 

It may be desirable to print the names in the books used at the 
largest offices, but there is no justification for printing the names of 
post-offices throughout the country where only a few registered pack- 
ages are sent out per day. 

Kempner statea (Exhibit B, p. 18) that he was in favor of print- 
ing the name of the post-office in all of the registration books used in 
the United States. The following of such a policy would, at a con- 
servative estimate, increase the amount of the expenditure for these 
books more than $100,000 per annum. 

Registration of letters by city carriers was put in operation July 1, 
1900. The old style of manifold books furnished was made by the 
Public Printer. Kempner estimates that there were about 22,000 of 
the old style registration books on hard July 1, 1902 (Exhibit C-3). In 
February, 1903, requisition was made for 20,000 carrier registration 
books from the General Manifold Company. These books were 
received April 16, 1903, at which time there were something over 
10,000 old style books on hand. These books contained 50 receipts 
each; those of the General Manifold Company contained 25 receipts 
each. From July 1 to April 16 about 12,000 books had been issued, 
or about 1,500 per month. There were, therefore, on hand at the 
time the new supply of books was received, a quantity sufficient to last 
over six months, and it appears that the order at this time for 20,000 
books was wholly unnecessary. 

When the new supply of receipt books was received from the Gen- 
eral Manifold Company, Kempner recommended to the Third Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General that the supply of old books on hand be 
destroyed. To this the Third Assistant refused to consent, and by 
his withholding such consent Kempner was prevented from destroying 
oveT 10,000 carrier registration books in good condition and available 
for use (Exhibits C-10, C-11, C-12, C-13). The only effect of such 
destruction would have been a loss to the Department and a corre- 
sponding benefit to the General Manifold Company, which would have 
supplied new ones in their stead. 

From the report of Inspectors Harrison and Furniss (pp. 18, 19, and 
20, Exhibit C), it appears that during the progress of the investigation 
Kempner endeavored to intimidate his clerks from giving information 
to the inspectors. 

W. M. Mooney, chief clerk of the registry division, in an affidavit 
(Exhibit C-4) states: 

On June 29, 1903, I was called into the office of Mr. Louis Kempner, superintend- 
ent of the registry division, and accused by him of having given information to 
Inspectors Furniss and Harrison. During the conversation Mr. Kempner said that 
the inspectors were aware of the fact that a count of stock had recently been made; 
that Mr. Landvoigt's son was employed by the General Manifold Company, and that 
this information must have been furnished by some of the clerks of the registry 
division. I was accused of furnishing the above-mentioned information to the 
inspectors. 

Kempner then, Mooney says, criticised the inspectors severely 
for interrogating clerks in his division without first consulting him 
about it. 
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Claude Dobbins, a clerk in the same division, in an affidavit (Exhibit 
C-5) says: 

On the 29th of Jnne, 1903, I was called into the office of Louis Kempner, super- 
intendent of the Re^try Division, who informed me that there had been much 
intriguing in his division and that much information had been given to the inspectors 
by his clerks, some of which was true and would embarrass him, but much of it 
exa^erated. He named the clerks whom he suspected of this, and added that after 
the investigation is over thej^ would have to be punished. He advised me to keep 
my hand out of it. Continuing, he told me that he had not succeeded in obtaining 
a promotion for me, effective July 1, 1903, but there was a prospect of my promotion 
to $1,600 per annum later in the month, and that if he failed in this he nad some- 
thing else in view for me later on. Later in the day Mr. Kempner told me that he 
had recommended my promotion by letter, and the next day he showed the letter 
to me. I never requested a promotion of Mr. Kempner or anyone else. 

During a conversation which occurred on June 30, after office hours, Mr. Kempner 
told me that he had had a talk with the Third Assistant Postmaster-General, who 
told him that he (General Madden) would expect loyalty from his chiefs of divi- 
sion, and the clerks would be required to be loyal to their chiefs. 

He told me that the promotion of a clerk in his division had been ordered, but 
had been held up by General Madden because the clerk had been "knocking" him 
(Kempner). 

Continuing, Dobbins says: 

In his conversation about loyaltjr, Mr. Kempner informed me that he was consid- 
ering the proposition of getting nd of W. M. Mooney, and if successful in this, he 
would do what he could to put me in Mooneyes position, provided I would be loyal 
to him. 

Milton R. Crandall, an employee in the same division (Exhibit C-6), 
says: 

While I was engaged in conversation with the inspectors, Mr. Louis Kempner, 
superintendent of the registry division, came up and joined in the conversation. 
Alter the departure of the inspectors Mr. Kempner said to me: **Inthe name of God 
what information are you giving to these people?" I informed him that I had not 
given any information. He then said that any information to be given out would 
De given out by him, and that* I would better keep quiet or I would get in trouble 
myself. 

Mooney's manner and statement indicate an unfriendly feeling 
toward Kempner, but Dobbins appears wholly unbiased, and his 
character is vouched for by Kempner, who in a letter to the Third 
Assistant Postmaster-General, dated June 4, praised his work and rec- 
ommended his promotion from $1,400 to 11,600 per annum (Exhibit 
0-7). 

The inspectors believe that the allegations of the clerks above 
referred to are true, and state that Kempner's attitude throughout the 
investigation was not open and frank, but evasive, and his s&itements 
at times misleading. 

Kempner's recommendation that thousands of the old carriers' reg- 
istration books be destroyed suggests collusion to promote the use of 
the books of the General Manifold Company, but after a careful review 
of the whole case there does not appear to be any evidence that he 
received financial reward, directly or indirectly, from the Manifold 
Company. 

VIOLATION OP REVENUE LAWS. 

During the investigation of the use of manifold supplies the inspect- 
ors learned that Kempner had been receiving from Cuba numerous 
packages of cigars without paying the duty required by the revenue 
laws. Some of these packages were for his own use, and others he 
sold. Inquiry into this feature of his administration was made by 
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Inspectors Williams and Furniss, and their report is submitted here- 
with, marked '' Exhibit E." 

By an order of the President, dated November 10, 1899, anyone 
employed in the United States service in Cuba was permitted to send 
gifts or souvenirs to a member of his family, free of duty. It appears 
that Kempner had different parties in Cuba purchase cigars for him 
and send them by registered mail marked "gift." These were passed 
by the exchange office at ffacksonville, Fla., without being marked 
dutiable. Kempner, not only while superintendent of the Registry 
Division of the Washington post-office, but after he was transferred 
to the Department, received m this way packages contaiining dutiable 
articles, without payment of duty. It was his specific duty (Par. 21, 

f). 1020 Postal Guide, 1903) to report to the Department any dere- 
iction on the part of the postmaster at any point of entry in enforcing 
the regulations as to dutiable matter. 

Kempner's sworn statements upon this subject are of the same 
evasive and misleading character as his statements in re^rd to other 
official irregularities. When first interrogated by the inspectors he 
declared that he had received only a small number of these packages, 
and that they were all presents. Subsequently he said that the num- 
ber was less than 40, wnile the inspectors submit a list of 78 packages 
that he has received since April 4, 1900 (Exhibit E-l). 

Kempner first named three parties who sent these cigars from Cuba, 
namely: Albert Triani, Caibarien; and Juan Baguer, and one Jose, of 
Habana. The inspectors also learned (Exhibit E-1) that Albert J. 
Xanten and Clarence L. Marine, both of whom were formerly in the 
Cuban postal service, at Kempner's request, bought cigars m Cuba 
and sent them to him by registered mail. 

Xanten says that Kempner sent him about $30, as he remembers, 
to pay for the cigars. Marine states that he bought the cigars and 
mailed them to Kempner at his solicitation, but that Kempner has 
never paid for them, though he had written twice soliciting payment. 

Albert Triani, from whom Kempner says he received most of his 
cigars, is not in the postal service of the United States and never was. 

Kempner claimed that he received these packages of cigars without 
payment of duty, in accordance with the provisions of the President's 
order of November 10, 1899. The followmg sets forth the provisions 
of the order and the manner in which Kempner complied with it. 
The order provides: 

First. The package shall not exceed four (4) pounds in weight. 

Kempner's packages not being available for inspection, it could not 
be ascertained whether or not this requirement was complied with. 

Second. It shall be indorsed on the outside, in a conspicuous place, with the word 
**Gift,'' or "Souvenir,*' or the equivalent thereoi 

The indorsement " Gift" appeared on the packages. 

Third. It shall contain only articles designed as "Gifts" or "Souvenirs." 

These packages contained neither gifts nor souvenirs, but merchan- 
dise bought by Kempner, and that which he did not use himself he 
sold to other parties. 

Fourth. The articles shall be for no commercial purpose and not for sale. 

Several of Kempner's packages were for commercial purposes and 
were sold by him. 
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Fifth. The package must be sent by some one in the United States service. 

The majority of these packages were sent by parties who were not 
and never had been in the United States service. 

Sixth. The package must be addressed to a member of the family of the sender. 

None of these packages was sent to Kempner by any member of 
his family. 

Seventh. The package shall be so marked as to show the branch of the service to 
which the sender belongs. 

A part of the packages at least was not so marked. 

Eighth. The package must be countersigned by a commissioned officer or a post- 
master. 

At least a part of them were not countersigned as required. 

Kempner's suspension of the revenue laws in his own behalf caused 
him to be ver^'^ liberal in the passing of dutiable goods for other par- 
ties in violation of the law. The Secretary of the Treasury has com- 
Klained to this Department of the numerous violations of the revenue 
tws by this system of smuggling through the mails. 

On May 27, 1903, the postmaster at Washington invited the atten- 
tion of the Third Assistant Postmaster-General to four packages 
received from Manila, P. I., from a United States army officer to a 
friend or relative at Fort Myer, Va., stating that each package 
weighed from 9 to 18 ounces in excess of the weight prescribed by 
the President's order, but that other requirements were complied 
with. In reply to this, the Third Assistant Postmaster-General, in a 
letter initialed by Kempner, directed that the President's order be 
liberally construed, and the label, "Supposed liable to customs duty,'' 
should not be attached. In reply to this letter the postmaster very 
pertinently asked: 

To what extent must matter be passed without affixing customs label, which is 
received weighing over 4 pounds? 

Kempner, therefore, who was responsible for the enforcement of 
the regulations of the Department, ordered their violation, and has 
for years systematically evaded the revenue laws by a course of petty 
smuggling. 

Louis Kempner was first appointed to the postal service as a clerk 
in the New York post-office in August, 1886, at a salary of $840 per 
annum. He was advanced by successive promotions until July, 1895, 
when his salary was $1,400. In February, 1898, he was reduced from 
$1,400 to $900. In the following June he was again advanced to 
$1,300, and in the following month assigned to duty in Cuba, when his 
salary was fixed at $2,000. In 1900 he was transferred to the Wash- 
ington post-office at $1,700, and on July 1, 1902, made superintendent 
of the Kegistry Division of the Department. 

CONCLUSION. 

I therefore conclude that as an administrative officer he is either 
incompetent or inexcusably negligent. 

That in sending expensive manifold books to a large number of 
insignificant fourth-class offices he has been guilty of reckless and 
indefensible extravagance. 

That in supplying to small fourth-class offices the large window 
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registration book at a greatly increased price over the smaller one 
submitted by the company in its proposition of September 28, 1901, 
he acted in the interests of the General Manifold Company and against 
the interests of the Department. 

That his recommendation for the destruction of a large number of 
carrier registration books was a wanton attempt to destroy valuable 
Government supplies. 

That by evasive and misleading answers he attempted to conceal 
from the inspectors the irregularities of his administration. 

That he used his superior position in tyrannical and unwarranted 
ways to intimidate the clerks under him from giving information to 
the inspectors, which it was their plain duty to give when called upon 
to do so. 

That he deliberately violated the revenue laws by a system of petty 
smuggling and endeavored to use the President's order as to *^ gifts'' 
and ''souvenirs" as a cloak for his illegal acts. 

I recommend that he be removed from the service. 

[Kempner was removed October 21, 1903.] 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Prior to the beginning of this investigation, statements appeared in 
the public press to the effect that certain fraudulent schemes, popularly 
known as '•get-rich-quick" concerns, were being allowed the unlawful 
use of the mails by the Office of the Assistant Attorney- General for 
the Post-Office Department (Exhibit F-1). 

The failure of a number of these concerns in St. Louis, Mo., brought 
numerous complaints to the Department. Inspectors W. J. Vickery 
and R. M. Fulton were placed in charge of the investigation. Their 
report is submitted herewith, marked " Exhibit F." 

At that time James N. Tyner was Assistant Attorney-General, and 
G. A. C. Christiancy and D. V. Miller were assistant attorneys. 

Among other things it was alleged that Harrison J. Barrett, a rela- 
tive of Tyner's wife, and formerly his assistant, was extorting large 
amounts of money from these fraudulent institutions under the guise 
of fees for legal services in preventing the issue of fraud orders 
against them. 

Barrett was appointed assistant to Tyner on the 27th day of May, 
1897, and served until December 31, 1900, when he retired to enter a 
law partnership with J. Henning Nelms, of Baltimore, Md. He was 
succeeded in office by G. A. C. Christiancy. 

The Postmaster-General is authorized by law to refuse the use of 
the mails to anyone conducting a lottery business or a scheme for 
obtaining money under false pretenses. 

All questions arising under the fraud and lottery statutes are referred 
to ths Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office Department, 
and he passes upon the cases as presented and prepares orders prohib- 
iting the use of the mails, known as " fraud orders," for the Postmaster- 
General's signature. These cases are not presented to the Postmaster- 
General for consideration unless fraud orders are recommended by 
the Assistant Attorney-General. The responsibility, therefore, for 
the execution of the statutes referred to rests with the office of the 
Assistant Attorney-General. 

The administrative methods of Tyner and Barrett can be most 
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olearly illustrated by reviewing a number of cases that were passed 
upon by them. 

E. G. LEWIS, ST. LOUIS, MO. 

E. G. Lewds, of St. Louis, Mo. , was conducting what is known as an 
*' endless chain" scheme. He offered a watch for 10 cents, the condi- 
tions being that the original sender of the 10 cents was to get 10 cards. 
These he was to sell or give away to 10 other persons, each of whom 
was to send 10 cents and receive and distribute 10 more cards. And 
when all of these were sent to Lewis with 10 cents each the watch 
would be forwarded to the starter of the chain. 

Lewis would get from original holder, $0.10; from first circle, $1; 
irom second circle, $10, total, $11.10, before the watch was sent. 

Barrett ruled that the chance of breaking this chain was so great 
that it amounted to lottery; that the possibility of one person control- 
ling the action of 110 persons — in compound style — was so remote 
that it made the prizes dependent upon chance. He held, however, 
that the simple chain, which brought the prize on the second round, 
•did not involve chance and was not lottery; that if the scheme, in 
othe^ words, gave the watch upon the payment by the 10 to whom the 
first man sold his tickets, it might use the mails (Exhibit F-2). 

Lewis, according to Barrett's rulings, was conducting a fraudulent 
business. No fraud order was issued, however, and he was permitted 
to wind up the current business upon the promise that in future oper- 
ations he would simplify his plan as suggested by Barrett. 

As an acknowledgment of the kind and courteous treatment which 
lie received at the hands of Barrett in disposing of the case, Lewis 
presented him with a gold watch, valued at $35, which Barrett accepted. 
Afterwards it appears, however, that under the new name of the Mail 
Order Publishing Company, Lewis operated the same old scheme. 
When Barrett was advised of this he wrote Lewis, under date of July 
25,1899 (Exhibit F, pp. 4-6), accusing him of bad faith in returning to 
the old scheme, and said: 

You requested me, in consideration of my courtesy and leniency, to accept a watch, 
which you sent, and which I accepted in good faith; but now 1 can not, with self- 
Tespect, retain the watch, so I have returnSi it to you by mail to-day. 

It seems, however, that afterwards amicable relations were reestab- 
lished between them, and Barrett again accepted the watch. Later, 
when Barrett retired from oflSce, Lewis employed him as his attorney. 

The impropriety of an officer accepting a present from a violator of 
the law, for an act of leniency, should have been apparent to a duller 
man than Barrett. 

In September, 1900, the Attorney-General ruled that not only was 
the compound system in violation of the law, but the simple scheme 
«« well. 

MIDLAND PUBLISHING COMPANY. 

At the same time that Lewis was promoting his endless-chain schemes 
in St. Louis, the Midland Publishing Comx)any, publishers of the Com- 
ing Age, a concern with offices at St. Louis, Mo., and Boston, Mass., 
Also was conducting an endless-chain scheme of similar character; the 
only difference being that each payment was 20 cents instead of 10, a« 
required by Lewis, and the prize was a ^et of books or a sewing 
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machine. The company used exactly the same schemes and literature 
at both offices. 

On August 29, 1899, the postmasters at both St. Louis and Boston 
were ordered by Barrett to refuse circulars of this company when 
offered for mailing. Shortly afterwards Mr. F. E. Richey, its 
attorney, called upon Barrett, who, as a result, on September 26 wired 
the postmaster at Boston to accept the mail until further ordered. 
No action was taken as to St. Louis, however, and at that place the 
company was still denied the use of the mails. 

A case a^inst the concern was in the hands of an inspector at St. 
Louis for investigation, and when the inspector visited the company 
it was discovered that they were sending all advertising matter by 
express to Boston, to be mailed at the Boston post-office, and that this 
was done at Barrett's suggestion. The officers of the company at St. 
Louis were disturbed over the visit of the inspector, and notified 
Richey, who inquired of Barrett as to the investigation. Barrett at 
once wired Richey: 

Did not remember that case was in hands of inspector. Have had it recalled by 
wire, with instructions to take no further action. Letter follows. 

The company was then left undisturbed for almost a year, when, on 
September 12, 1900, Barrett instructed the postmaster at Boston to 
deny the use of the mails to the Midland Publishing Companv, the 
Attorney-General, under date of August 31, having declared all such 
schemes as those promoted by that company to be m violation of the 
lottery law. Before this time, however, the business had been wound 
up, and the officers of the company advised the postmaster that they 
no longer had any matter which they desired to mail. 

Barrett, therefore, decided that it was illegal to use the mails to 
promote this scheme in St. Louis, but he ^rmitted it to be done in 
Boston. He allowed the Midland Publishing Company to use the 
mails for more than a year after he had required Lewis to wind up an 
exactly similar business. The reason for such inconsistent action I 
have been unable to ascertain. 

POPULAR FASHIONS. 

L. H. Perlman, of New York City, publisher of cheap papers known 
as Popular Fashions, The Fashion World, and New Styles, was per- 
sistent in operating fraudulent schemes. As an illustration: In bold 
headlines across four colums of the paper he advertised an elegant set 
of dishes, 56 pieces, full size for family use, free. Below these head- 
lines was a large engraving of the dishes. Then came a detailed 
description of them, followed by a statement in black-letter tvpe 
(Exhibit F-4) that— 

Any Derson answering this advertisement can get a handsomely decorated set abso- 
lutely free — we mean it. A straightforward, honest offer. 

The condition was that the patron should — 

Pin this numbered coupon to vour name and address, and with it you must send 
10 cents, in silver or stamps, to nelp pay advertising expenses, and you will receive 
four months' subscription to a beautiful magazine, together with our offer of a 56-piece 
China set (exactly as illustrated), which we shall positively send the same day this 
coupon is returned. 

The person who read the advertisement, cut out the coupon, and 
sent the 10 cents as indicated, received a circular containing a large 
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plain engraving of the 56-piece set of dishes, with a small 3-piece set 
so placed in relation to the other as not to attract attention. The 
circular in large plain type stated that — 

As you are among the first in your locality to answer our advertisement, we will, 
on receipt of $1 for one year's subscription to Popular Fashions, send you the maga- 
zine r^iilarly for twelve months, and the very day your subscription reaches us we 
will promptly ship you, carefully boxed and packed, fully guaranteed ajjainst breakage, 
these handsome pieces as described and illustrated above the 56-piece set. 

The patron who sent a dollar would get three smallpieces of cheap 
ware or practically no value. 
As a result of these deceptive advertisements, a great man}^ com- 

Slaints came to the Department, which were investigated; and on 
anuary 25, 1900, a report was filed by the inspectors recommending 
a fraud order. Some Kind of a hearing was had in the office of the 
Assistant Attorney-General on the 31st of January, but no fraud order 
was issued. Complaints continued to come, and on April 30 Assistant 
Attorney-General Tyner notified the company to appear on May 5 and 
show cause why a fraud order should not be issued. In answer to this 
demand the company presented a statement (Exhibit F-4) declaring 
that — 

all of the advertisements and circular matter issued by the company were before the 
. Department at the hearing on January 31 last, and after a most exhaustive inquiry — 

the Department had closed the case by issuing the following letter to 
all complainants: 

Sir or Madam: The papers in your complaint against the Popular Fashions Com- 
pany, New York, N. Y., are herewith returned with the information that they do 
not appear to present a case upon which this Department can take action. 
Very respectfully, 

(Signed) Harrison J. Barrett, 

Acting Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office Department. 

After hearing the case on May 5, Assistant Attorney-General Tyner 
reached the following decision: 

After a hearing and consideration of the case of the Popular Fashions Company, 
in response to the letter to show cause, dated April 30, 1900, which is accompanied 
by a memorandum of charges, further action has been suspended, for the reasons and 
upon the agreement set out in a communication to the Popular Fashions Company 
under date of May 26, 1900. 

The communication referred to was a lengthy letter from the Assist- 
ant Attorney-General, stating that in fact the concern had been operat- 
ing schemes to defraud, but that he refrained from issuing a fraud 
order because the company claimed to have discontinued the advertis- 
ing and had practically wound up the objectionable feature of its busi- 
ness, and had agreed to refund money to all complainants. On June 
25 Tyner wrote the company another letter and called its attention to 
additional complaints, but no further action was taken, and hundreds 
of complaints continued to come to the Department. 

On September 11 the Third Assistant Postmaster-General informed 
the Assistant Attorney-General that the permit to mail Perlman's paper 
at second-class rates liad been canceled, and suggested that it be barred 
from the use of the mails because of its fraudulent character. 

In January, 1901, another case was made up against Perlman and 
was referred for investigation. As a result, on January 24, 1901, 
Inspector Brown recommended a fraud order. His report was 
referred to the Assistant Attorney -General and afterwards returned 
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to the inspectors for further information. On April 2 another report 
was submitted by Inspector Brown with an additional recommendation 
for a fraud order, whereupon the Assistant Attorney -General's office 
on April 19 again ordered Perlman to show cause why a fraud order 
should not be issued. Prior to January 1, 1901, the cases against this 
company had all been handled by Barrett, though some of the letters 
were signed by Tyner. On that date Barrett retired from office and 
Christiancy succeeded him. In April, 1901, when Perlman was next 
called before the Department, Barrett appeared as his attorney and 
was successful in preventing the issue of a fraud order. The reasons 
assigned by Assistant Attorney -General Tyner for not issuing a fraud 
order at this time are set forth in a letter dated June 13, 1901, to the 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General, in which he states: 

Evidence was presented at the hearing that the forms of advertisements and cir- 
culars used, and to which objection was found, had been verbally approved by the 
late assistant attorney (Barrett) for this Department, and although I do not con- 
cur in the approval, I deemed it proper to decline to recommend that a fraud order 
be issued. 

In another letter, dated June 21, 1901, Tyner says: 

During the term of service here of Harrison J. Barrett as assistant attorney 
* * * he had several interviews with the owner and manager of this concern. 
Mr. Barrett has since told me that he had verbally stated to said manager that the 
advertisement (and the one evidently to which you refer) was not, in his judgment, 
inimical to said law. With that assurance or expression of opinion from Mr. Bar- 
rett, I do not regard it as proper to lay heavy hands upon this concern, although I 
disagree with his judgment as to the application of the law in this case. 

After this Barrett was employed by Perlman as his attorney and 
paid $1,0CK) per annum. He received a special fee of $200 for the 
services rendered at this hearing (Exhibits i-5 and F-6). 

SAMUEL HARRIS. 

Samuel Harris, of New York, operated a number of schemes 
(Exhibit F-7). To illustrate: He pubhshed in the papers in bold head- 
lines: 

flOO reward. 

Under this headline was the picture of an eye, then the letters D and 
A, followed by the picture of a hoe. The advertisement announced 
that the above reward would be given to any one who would correctly 
answer the name of the State represented in the rebus. 

It costs you nothing to guess, and the correct answer is on your map. 

When the answer was sent in the correspondent was advised that 
under the rules of the company it was necessar}^ before a cash prize 
could be given, for him to become a patron of the Curaline Chemical 
Company by purchasing one package of their renowned Curaline tab- 
lets, a guaranteed specific for dyspepsia, chronic indigestion, constipa- 
tion, biliousness, sick and nervous headache, fevers and colds, female 
troubles, facial eruptions, and all disorders of the stomach. The cost 
of thcJse packages was 50 cents each. After the price had been paid 
the purchaser was informed that a great number had answered cor- 
rectly and it bjecame necessary to divide the $100 prize among them 
equally. 

Since the puzzle was very simple and anyone could solve it, there 
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was usually not to exceed 2 or 3 cents each for those who had given 
correct answers. Yet even this pittance was not sent to the patron, 
but instead a certificate for the amount was mailed him, which, it was 
stated, would be received by the company as a credit in payment for 
another package of Curaline; but, if the patron preferred, the cash 
would be sent. But since the amount was only a few cents and it 
required further correspondence the patron usually dropped out. 

One of Harris's concerns, the Bess Remedy Company, received as 
many as 3,000 letters a day in answer to one of its advertisements. It 
ran two contests a month from December, 1900, to June, 1901. It was 
investigated by a post-oflSce inspector, who recommended a fraud order. 
A hearing was had by the Assistant Attorney-General's office, during 
which Harris seems to have become somewhat sarcastic in his remarks 
to Christiancy, who was conducting the hearing, and suggested that 
the case be postponed until he might go to Baltimore and hire an 
attorney, doubtless referring to Barrett. This remark was resented 
very much by Christiancy. A fraud order was issued on June 8. 

Later on, however, Harris did go to Baltimore and employ Barrett^ 
and on October 23, 1901, the fraud order was revoked upon a promise 
from Harris that he would in the future do an honest business. After 
the revocation of the order he immediately > under the name of the 
Curaline Chemical Company, began the same style of advertising, 
with the same chamcter of conteste, except that he charged $1 a pack- 
age for his medicine instead of 50 cents. The same results followed^ 
A $100 prize was oflfered for the solution of a puzzle, and, as formerly, 
thousands of people answered correctly. The case was again referred 
to the inspectors lor investigation, and on January 17, 1902, the concern 
was ordered to appear January 23 and show cause why a fraud order 
should not be issued. 

Harris did not appear at the appointed time, but Assistant Attorney - 
General Tyner received from Baltimore on that date a special-delivery 
letter which was delivered at his residence at 4.30 in the afternoon. 
The letter was dated New York City and signed ''Curaline Companj^,"" 
but was written on a typewriter in Barrett's office at Baltimore, being 
the same typewriter that. Barrett had used in the preparation of the 
postal laws of 1902. This typewritten note contained the following 
argument: 

Your memorandum shows upon its face that the plan to which objection is made 
has run its course, and therefore no mail is being received in pursuance thereof. 
The circulars referred to stated that the contest would close on December 24, which 
it did. And you further refer to the circular sent out advising contestants of the 
amount they are entitled to. This alone would seem to be sufficient to preclude the- 
issue of a fraud order; but we deny that there was ever any fraud in the transaction. 

At that time the concern was receiving about 300 letters a day. On 
January 27. four days after he received the typewritten note, Tyner 
addressed tne following letter to the postmaster at New York: 



Mail addressed to the Curaline Chemical Company of your city which you are- 
withholding from delivery under instructions from this office, dated the 18th instant, 
can now be delivered to the proper representative of that concern. 

On January 29' a letter from the Assistant Attorney-General tp the 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General states: 

It was observed in examining this case that the advertisement and the first circular 
combined present the inducement to send money to the promoter, and further, that the- 
circular referred to contains a statement as to the time the contest will terminate. 
This latest date set for the closing of the contest, as shown by the papers filed with 
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the case, was December 24 last. The last scheme or contest of which this OflSce has 
knowledge has run its course. There is, therefore, no living scheme left to which a 
fraud order can be applied. The object of a fraud order is, of course, to reach such 
letters as come addressed to the promoter, and as one month or six weeks have passed 
since the date fixed at which the contest would cease, it is presumable that no letters 
are coming to the addressee. 

In a letter of January 30 to the Curaline Chemical Company, Tyner 
says: 

The case recently heard was not dismissed on account of the merits of the defense — 
in other words, on account of the failure of this oflSce to obtain evidence that vou 
had been using the mails for fraudulent purposes — but because the scheme itself had 
expired by limitation on December 24. 

Such an argument nullifies the law providing for fraud orders. 
Harris was then conducting another contest. Complaints would not 
come until after the date set for the distribution of the prizes because 
there would be no disappointments prior to that time, and according 
to this ruling it would then be too late to consider the case. 

Barrett was the attorney for Harris at that time, but for some reason 
he did not care to sign his name to the typewritten note referred to. 
His argument as set forth in such note, nowever, was accepted by 
Assistant Attorney- General Tyner as conclusive. 

CASSIUS M. UPTON. 

Cassius M. Upton was the publisher of a cheap illustrated paper in 
Chicago. He sought to extend his circulation by the puzzle plan 
(Exhibit F, pp. 31-40). In one of his schemes he submitted the ini- 
tials of nine leading railroads running out of Chicago, with the names of 
the roads spelled out, omitting a few of the letters as indicated below: 

I. C. R. R.— Ill-no-s C-n-r-1 Railroad. 

M. C. R. R.— M-ch^-n C-nt-al Railroad. 

G. T. R. R.— Gra-d Tr-nk Railroad. 

L. S. & M. S. R. R.— La-e Sh-re & M-ch-g-n Sout-em Railroad. 

C. & N. W. R. R.— Ch-cag- & No-th We-ter- Railroad. 

C. B. & Q. R. R.— C-ic-go B-rli-gt-n & Qu-ncy Railroad. 

C, M. & St. P. R. R.— Ch-ca-o Mi-wa-ke- & S-int P-ul Railroad. 

C. G. W. R. R.— Chic-go Gr-at W-^t-m Railroad. 

B. & 0. R. R.— B-lt-m-r- & -h-o Railroad. 

Then in bold-faced type he oflFered $500 reward for full, correct 
answers to the list, stating that — 

All that is necessary to get one of the cash prizes is to write out the full name of 
these nine roads correctly and send them to us as below stated. 

Additional prizes, consisting of 

A handsome silver tea set, a guaranteed Ansonia watch, or a very pretty Tiffany 
mounted ladies* genuine diamond ring, 

were promised to those who sent four or more correct answers. Seven 
beautiful winter-flowering bulbs also were offered free to every person 
replying to the advertisement, whether answers were correct or not, 
the condition being that every one sending a solution must inclose 
with the same thirteen 2-cent stamps or 25 cents in silver for a three- 
months' trial subscription to Upton's Illustrated Weekly. 

It is stated obscurely in the advertisement that if more than one per- 
son sends the correct solution the |500 will be divided pro rata, and 
further that 

It is intended to make every prize winner a permanent advertisement for my 
weekly, and successful contestants must extend his or her circulation for one year. 
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After the 25 cents had been remitted, the victim was advised that 
in order to get a prize it would be necessary to send $2 for a vear's 
subscription to Upton's Illustrated Weekly, which would entitle the 
subscriber to a choice of one of the three pieces above referred to, 
which were grossly exaggerated as to value. 

The puzzle was so simple that anyone could answer it correctly. 
The result was that the 1^500 prize would have been divided up until 
the winners would have received less than 5 cents each. And Upton 
concluded, since the amount was so small, that it was not necessary to 
distribute it (Exhibit F). 

Upton submitted this advertisement to Barrett, and in a letter dated 
February 11, 1899, Barrett passed upon the same, stating that it was 
not inimical to the postal laws. 

Complaint was made by some of the victims of Upton's ingenious 
advertising, and the matter was referred to an inspector of the ( 'hicago 
division, who, after investigating the case, submitted the facts to the 
district attorney, and he directed the arrest of Upton for using the 
mails in a scheme to defraud. The arrest was reported to the Depart- 
ment by the inspector, who recommended a f mud order a^inst Upton. 

Barrett's ruling upon the advertisement was that it did not violate 
the lottery law. Upton was arrested for using the mails to defraud 
and not for conducting a lottery. The fraud order, however, was not 
issued; but under date of February 11 the Assistant Attorney-General 
wrote a letter to the Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General protesting 
against the action of the inspector in causing Upton's arrest, stating 
that the attention of the inspector should have been called to the rul- 
ing of his office that the advertisement was not in violation of the 
lottery law. In this letter the Assistant Attorney-General says: 

While the question of fraud was not treated specifically, we would not have ruled 
that the advertisement was admissible to the mails had anything fraudulent 
appeared on its face. 

In a letter dated July 5 to the Attorney -General, Assistant Attorney- 
General Tyner, referring to Upton's advertisement, says: 

The advertisement is somewhat suspicious, but it does not come within the pro- 
hibition of the law. I believe the post-office inspector erred in bringing the case to 
the attention of the United States attorney, and that the latter would not have dis- 
regarded the demands of justice if he had ignored the complaint. Unless there were 
facts in the case of which we then had no knowledge or any not since reported, I 
am free to say that the prosecution was unwarranted and that it should cease. 

Upon the receipt of this letter the Attorney-Geneml addressed a 
letter to the district attorney at Chicago, under date of July 6, in 
which he said: 

From Mr. Barrett^s letter it would seem that Mr. Upton was advised that his 
enterprise was not contrary to law and that he only entered upon it after such 
advice. If these facts are true, it would seem to be unjust for the (iovemment to 
prosecute Mr. Upton for offenses committed under the authority of the Post-Office 
Department. I should deem it adequate if he refrain in the future from violating 
the law in this respect, assuming that it is your opinion that the publication referred 
to is violative of the stiatutes. 

Again, on July 8, the Attorney-General wrote: 

I inclose a copy of a letter from Mr. James N. Tyner, Assistant Attorney-General 
for the Post-Oflace Department, under date of the 5th instant, in relation to the dis- 
continuance of the prosecution now pending in the district court of the United 
States for your district gainst C. M. Upton. * * * Inasmuch as this advertise- 
ment was submitted to the Post-Ofiice Depaitment and approved before being mailed, 
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and has now been withdrawn, you are instructed to dismiss the prosecution at once, 
unless there is known to you some good reason not appearing in Mr. Tyner's letter 
w^hy it should be proceeded with. 

In answer to this letter the district attorney at Chicago wrote the 
Attorney-General as follows: 

July 13, 1899. 
The Attorney-General,, Washington^ D. C, 

Sir: * * * I beg to state in reference to this matter, that it appears from the- 
letter of Mr. Harrison J. Barrett, dated September 20, 1898, addressed to Mr. C. M. 
Upton, that Mr. Barrett was of the opinion: "That the awarding of prizes in thia 
contest does not appear to be in anywise dependent upon lot or chance, and, there- 
fore, the advertisement thereof in newspapers and circulars does not come within 
the prohibition of the lottery law.'* 

You will observe that this opinion of the Acting Assistant Attorney-General for 
the Post-Office Department simply passes upon the question as to whether this 
advertisement was a violation of the lottery law, and nothing more. 

We are not prosecuting Mr. Upton for the violation of this or any other lottery 
law; nor are we prosecuting him for the publication of this advertisement. We are 
prosecuting him for sending letters by mail to different individuals, in which he stated 
that, upon the receipt of $2, they would have an opportunity to obtain some of the 
prizes mentioned in a similar advertisement. The crime we are charging him with 
IS the fraudulent use of the mails by sending these letters. He was carrying out, 
through the mail, a scheme to defraud. As a result, he has received a great deal of 
money, and was receiving it up to the time of his indictment, wrongfully. 

He led the people to whom he wrote to believe that they would have an opportu- 
nity to receive a $500 prize, together with other prizes, when in fact there wa& 
nothing of the kind. If Upton had divided up his $500 there would have been, 
perhaps, 5 cents each to go to those who sent. $2, when his letter led them to believe, 
rightfully, that there would, perhaps, be $500 for the winner. Upton knew that 
this was false when he wrote tne letters. 

So you can readily observe that the matter we are pushing here was not passed 
upon by any Government officer, the Acting Assistant Attorney-General, or anybody 
else. 

We do not understand that, if through an oversight, a Government officer should 
apparently sanction the commission of a crime it is the duty of the prosecuting^ 
officers of the Government to decline to prosecute such crime. But there is no such 
question as that in this case. The point raised by us was not passed upon by the 
Post-Office Department. But if it was, we ask, under the circumstances in this case, 
if it is not the duty of the Department to let this case pursue the ordinary course? 

Is it not better, I beg to ask, to let the whole matter be settled by a court, where 
both sides can be heard and the fact elicited? Upon the hearing by the court the 
question as to the effect of Mr. Barrett's letter can be properly settled, and the judge 
will see that no injustice is done Mr. Upton. Is not this a better way to settle it 
than an ex parte hearing, either in this office, in the Post-Office Department, or in 
your Department? Is not that what the courts are for? 

We concur with the Post-Office inspectors here in the view that Upton was guilty of 
a scheme to defraud. He has kept it up until lately, and doubtless will continue it 
in some way if this indictment is dismissed. There are a great many similar schemes 
in this city. The inspectors are doing the best they can to suppress them, and we 
take pleasure in assisting them as far as possible, and we know, of course, that you 
and your officers are glad to see the law enforced in this as in all other particulars. 

This prosecution is no reflection upon any Government officer, as appears to be 
assumea in the letter sent me. 

I have presented the situation as I understand it, and have made the suggestions 
that appear to me pertinent, and shall take great pleasure in carrying out your instruc- 
tions in the matter. 

Very respectfully, 

(Signed) S. H. Bethea, U, S. Attorney, 

To this letter the Attorney-General replied as follows: 

August 11, 1899. 
S. H. Bethea, 

United States Attorney ^ Chicago, III. 
Sir: In the case of the United States v. C. M. Upton for alleged violation of section 
5480, Revised Statutes, since my letter to you of July 8 last, and your answer to the 
same, it is made to appear from letters received from the Assistant Attorney-General 
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for the Post-Office Department and statements concerning tlie transactions in which 
Upton was engaged, and upon which the indictment was based, not only that the 
advertisement itself was presented to the Post-OfRce Department, but that the mannfer 
of business conducted under said advertisement by Upton was disclosed to the Law 
Division of the Post-Office Department, and Upton was advised that his said adver- 
tisement and business were not in violation of the laws of the United States. The 
Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office Department feels that under the cir- 
cumstances Upton should not be prosecuted, and has so represented to me. Under 
the circumstances it seems but fair that the prosecution against Upton should proceed 
no further, and you are therefore instructed to discontinue the same. 
Respectfully, 

(Signed) John W. Griggs, 

Attorney- General. 

After the dismissal of this case, Barrett continued to rule favorably 
upon the schemes of Upton. On December 16, 1899, he telegraphed 
him at Chicago as follows: 

Favorable opinion was given on face of advertisement, with reservation that ques- 
tion of fraud, if any arose, would depend upon subsequent events. Letter follows. 

This case of Upton should be compared carefully with that of L. M. 
Cnshn\an which follows. 

L. M. CUSHMAN. 

L. M. Cushman, publisher of the Columbian, of Boston, Mass., 
was also a deviser of schemes to extend circulation, and operated in 
almost exactly the same manner as Upton, of Chicago (Exhibit F, 
pp. 41-46). 

Cushman, in his advertisement, printed the picture of a Shetland 
pony and cart and oiTered the same as a prize to anyone who could 
count the number of spokes in the wheel oi the cart. The spokes were 
distinct and could easily be counted. In addition to this prize of 
a pony and cart, $50 was oflFered to anyone coming within one of 
the correct number, $25 to those coming within two, f 10 to those com- 
ing within three, and $1 to everyone coming within four. It was also 
provided that should two or more persons tie in the contest the large 
prizes should be equally divided. To be entitled to a prize, all must 
become subscribers to the Columbian, the ''Great Family Story 
Magazine." 

The conditions of the distribution of the prizes were practically iden- 
tical with those of Upton. Upton required all prize winners to send 
$2, the price of the annual subscription to his weekly. Cushman 
required all prize winners to send $2, the price of two annual sub- 
scriptions to the Columbian. Complaint came to the Department from 
disappointed patrons, and on July 1, 1899, Barrett, in a letter to the 
postmaster at Boston, stated: 

A review of this advertisement shows that it is designed to attract the attention of 
children, and the hope is held out to them that they may win a prize of a Shetland 
pony and cart simply by counting the spokes in the picture of a wheel — a require- 
ment which any child can do correctly. The provision that ** should two or more 
persons tie for any of the larger prizes they will be equally divided" is made to 
appear as a secondary matter, and is couchea in such language that the persons for 
whom the advertisement is intended can not anticipate the real fact — that there will 
be thousands of correct answers to the puzzle; that there is no hope whatever of 
obtaining the pony and cart, and that an equal division of the prize money means 
only a penny or two for his efforts in solving the puzzle and fulfilling the additional 
requirement of obtaining two subscribers to the Columbian. * * * You are 
directed to refuse to accept for mailing the circular relating to this scheme, which is 
herein described and referred to, and advise the Columbian of this opinion 
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While on February 11, the same year, in ruling upon Upton's case, 
he had said: 

The puzzle contained in the advertisement is probably easy of solution, but the 
fact that the $500 prize is to be divided among the persons sending the correct answer 
eliminates all question of chance. 

On August 5, 1899, in a letter to the Fourth Assistant Postmaster- 
General, referring to Cushman's scheme, Barrett said: 

Cushman well knew at the time he was sending out those circulars asking for 
photographs that each person's share would not amount to one cent. * * * It 
IS my opinion that this matter should be called to the attention of the District Attor- 
ney, and if he thinks proper indictments should be secured against Cushman. * * * 
The class of schemes such as those conducted by Cushman are petty swindles of the 
meanest kind, and every effort has been made by this office to suppress them. 

Yet only a month had passed since Ty ner had declared that the prose- 
cution of Upton was ^'unwarranted and should cease." 

Why Barrett should make an unusual effort to secure a dismissal of 
the case against Upton, and at the same time demand that Cushman be 
prosecuted for exactly the same offense and under the same law, I have 
been unable to ascerfciin. 

The Assistant Attorney-General, in his report for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1899, urged that his office be given control of all crim- 
inal prosecutions under the postal laws. He said: 

I respectfully submit * * * that the management of prosecutions of offenses 
against the postal laws should devolve upon this office. 

That he wanted control of these prosecutions for the purpose of 
preventing the prosecution in one case and enforcing it in another 
would not be an unwarranted conclusion. 

After Barrett retired from office Cushman employed him as his 
attorney in matters pending before the Department, and paid $1,000 
for his services during the year 1901 (Exhibit F-5). 

The cases above cited are only samples of the methods of adminis- 
tration while Barrett was in the office of the Assistant Attorney- 
General for the Post-Office Department. Many similar cases could 
be cited. 

BOND INVESTMENT SCHEMES. 

When the Louisiana Lottery Company was broken up by the Fed- 
eral Government, a number of institutions sprang up over the country 
embracing lottery features in their methods of business. Conspicuous 
among these schemes was the class known as bond investment com- 
panies (Exhibit F, pp. 47-109). 

In 1893 a number of these bond investment schemes were brought 
before the Department and held to be lotteries, and where the ques- 
tion was taken before the courts the Department was sustained. 
Assistant Attorney-General Thomas, Tyner's predecessor, in his report 
for the fiscal year 1894, states: 

These so-called bond investment schemes are more dangerous to society than 
avowed lotteries because their lottery features are strenuously denied, and they are 
held out by their promoters to the public as legitimate business enterprises. 

The general scheme is to sell to the investor a bond with coupons 
attached, promising extravagant returns of from 1 to 5 per cent 
a month on investments. The company flourished as long as new 
people were paying in. The coupons were redeemed from the money 
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paid iri by new customers; but failure in the end was inevitable, and 
when the crash came all was lost. 

During the administration of Assistant Attorney-General Thomas, 
from Mav 27, 1893, to May 6, 1897, 193 fraud orders were issued 
against these bond investment schemes. James N. Tyner entered 
upon the duties of that oflSce May 8, 1897. On May 14 he addressed 
a letter to L. P. Skeen, attorney, Atlanta, Ga., ruling against the 
plan presented by the Georgia Redenip)bion and Loan Company. 
After discussing the plan of the company at length he stated: 

You have, then, the essential elements of a lottery in your scheme. This scheme 
is directly in the line with numberless plans of companies that have sprung up 
throughout the country and have been condemned by this office and denied the use 
of the mails. 

There is another featur:<in your scheme which makes it operate as a fraud. You 
receive monthly from each contract holder $1.25. Of this sum you take at once 25 
cents for your expense account. The remaining $1 you divide, giving 50 cents to the 
reserve fund and 50 cents to your retiring fund. The retiring fund is used entirely 
every month for the payment of your contracts, as per Table A. Hence you have 
only 50 cents as a reserve fund to meet the contracts that will fall due at the end of 
seven years. A moment's reflection shows that if all your contractors continue to 

Eay their monthly dues it will be an impossibility for your company to meet its lia- 
ilities at the end of 7 years. In fact, you state on the' face of your circular that the 
reason you hope to be able to carrv out the scheme is that so many of your con- 
tractors will allow their bonds to be forfeited and the premiums they have paid in 
lapse to the company. There is no principle of law or equity upon which your com- 
pany can claim the right to forfeit to itself the monthly payments made by the 
holders of your contracts. It is totally different from a life-insurance company, 
because you do not in your contract insure the life of the holder, nor do you under- 
take to pay the policy upon the death of the holder. Hence your claiming to forfeit 
or confiscate the monthly payments made by contract holders if at any time they 
fail to pay their monthly dues is a forfeiture without a consideration. No sane man 
would enter into such a contract if he fully understood its entire details. If all of 
them continue to pay their monthly dues, then it will bankrupt your company, and 
at the end of seven years it will be unable to meet its obligations. ' If they fail to pay 
their monthly dues the payments they have made are forfeited to the company 
without any consideration to the contractors. Your scheme is therefore both a 
lottery and a fraud. 

Tyner says in his statement (Exhibit F-16) that this was a formal 
letter prepared by his assistant, Mr. Milliken, and signed in a routine 
way. Nevertheless, the reasoning seems to be clear and the decision 
sound. 

June 1, 1897, Barrett was sworn in as Tyner's assistant. 

In May an association of bond investment companies was formed, and 
sent as representatives to Washington, G. A. Villere, of New Orleans, 
president of the New Orleans Debenture Redemption Companv, after- 
wards the International Loan and Trust Company, of Louisville, Ky. ; 
S. A. Stevens, of Cincinnati, Ohio, president of the Interstate Loan 
and Trust Company, afterwards the Interstate Savings Investment 
Company, and J. lienning Nelms, of Lexington, Ky., attorney for 
the Southern Mutual Investment Company. These men sought to 
have the fraud orders that had been issued by the Department revoked. 
They employed Benjamin Butterworth, who had formerly been an 
attorney for some of the companies, but who was at that time Com- 
missioner of Patents. They also employed the law firm of Dudley & 
Michener. 

The manner in which these men succeeded is clearly indicated in the 
correspondence of Villere with J. P. Williams, secretary of his com- 
pany. On June 24 he wrote Williams as follows (Exhibit F-8): 

We have with us now extraordinary political backing, which I am not authorized 
to explain, but it is of the very strongest, and we are using it for all that it is worth. 
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* * * Judge Nehne, General Dudley, Mr. Bowman, of Lexington, and myself are 
the only ones in the secret, and believe me when I say it is the strongest that could 
have been desired. * * * We have the postmaster, the First Assistant, and Tyner 
with us, but they seem to be very much afraid to take any step before the whole 
grounds have been fully covered, all the decisions read, etc. * * * I have got 
the strongest assurance that the Government is our friend and will do all they can 
for us. Being sure of this I wanted to return home, but Butterworth, Dudley, and 
Tyner himself tell me that I must stay here; that I will be needed. * * * Judge 
Nelms and £ have pushed the matter as far as we could vesterday and to-day, and the 
law clerk of Tyner is hard at work on the case. I canH believe for a moment, with 
all I know, that it can be possible to fail. 

On June 28, four days later, he again wrote: 

Had a long interview with the law clerk (very satisfactory) ; he is a nice fellow and 
a relative of Tyner' s wife; his name is Barrett, and he has charge of this matter of 
ours and is conducting the investigation. I showed him the paper signed by the 
president of the different exchanges, and he insisted to keep it and file it with our 
case, saying we must neglect nothing to make the case as strong as possible, espe- 
cially if we have to refuse the same privileges granted to you when asked by other 
companies having the very same plans. 

At his suggestion of the other da>r I filed a petition to-day asking for a suspension 
of the fraud order against us, and in same certified that we are not using the mails. 
He then asked me to wire at once to our company as follows: 

** Postmaster-General requiests us to have our postmaster wire him certifying that 
to the best of his knowledge we are not using or trying to use the mail," which tele- 
gram I sent vou and am in hopes you can induce Daniels to do so. He then told me 
that we would have to change some features of our plans, such as extending the 
maturity of our bonds or something else, so that they will have the excuse to say our 
plans have been changed and it is not the same plans passed upon by General 
Thomas. 

He has practically promised as soon as the answer from postmaster is received he 
would act, and I expect a suspension ordered by about Thursday. We had a long 
talk about the other companies, and the crude plan now being considered by him 
is to send a first-class inspector to inspect all companies in New Orleans, we to help 
him in the investigation of other companies. It is well understood between us that 
we will give our help to him to crush any company that is not 0. K. And we are on 
the point of making a bargain by which we will not push the Kentucky case, but 
allow it to be smothered so as to allow the Government to keep on issuing fraud 
orders. Of course that is provided we get the mails. I am in good spirits and 
believe more and more that we will get aU we are asking for. 

This letter was written on Monday, June 28, 1897. It will be 
observed that Villere predicted that by Thursday the fraud order 
against his company would he suspended. But he succeeded better 
than he then expected, the same having been revoked on Wednesday, 
the 30th. 

As a result of Villere's efforts, fraud orders against the companies 
which this association represented were revoked as follows: 

JDatedissued.! ^^^^e^^- 



Guarantee Stock Investment Co i Apr. 30. 1897 June 17, 1897 

Southern Mutual Investment Co j Jan. 21, 1897 June 30, 1897 

New Orleans Debenture Redemption Co. (since Apr. 1, 1901, International I 

Loan and Trust Co., Louisville, Ky.) i May26,1896 ' Do. 

Interstate Savings Loan and Trust Co. (afterwards Interstate Savings 

Investment Co. ) 

State Mutual Life Insurance Co 

Louisiana Debenture Co 

Germania Investment Co , 

National Investment Co , 



Dec. 4,1895 
Feb. 27, 1897 
July 14, 1896 
Apr. 14, 1897 
Nov. 12,1894 



Do. 
July 24,1897 

Do. 
July 28,1897 
Aug. 12,1897 



I have been unable to ascertain whether Barrett or Tyner received 
any compensation as a result of their decisions in favor of these com- 
panies. Villere says that he entertained freely and had Barrett occa- 
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sionally for his guest; that he paid his attorneys liberal fees, but nothing 
to an}'^ postal official. 

The revoking of the fraud orders against these institutions caused 
numerous others of a similar character to spring up throughout the 
country; and as far as the Post-Office Department was concerned they 
were, for a number of years, given unrestricted privileges in the 
operation of their schemes. It was announced that no fraud orders 
would be issued against them until they should have an opportunity 
to bring the matter before the courts in a test case to determine 
whether their plans were in violation of the lottery law. 

In a letter (Exhibit F, page 52) to C. C. Archer, attorney for the 
Germania Investment Company, Barrett stated that no action would 
be taken against his company until such time as a decision might be 
rendered in the test case, which decision was never rendered; and 
there was no prospect of such decision being rendered at the time 
this statement was made. A case, however, was brought by the United 
States attorney for the southern district of Iowa, in the criminal courts, 
and an indictment found against Maupin, Christopher, and Ingram, 
officers of the Missouri Loan and Investment Company, Sedalia, Mo., 
successors to a company against which a fraud oroer had been issued. 

It appears that Turner and Barrett desired all criminal action against 
these concerns should be postponed until some civil action could be 
brought that would determine their status. A civil suit was after- 
wards brought in a case at Booneville, Mo., in which Dudley & Mich- 
ener were the attorneys. It came to naught, and the criminal case, at 
the suggestion of Tyner, was continued from time to time until May 
8, 1900, when it was dismissed. 

In a letter to J. Henning Nelms, dated March 26, 1900, Barrett said: 

The Department has expected that a judicial decision might be obtained which 
would settle the questions at issue; but the cases brought for that purpose have for 
one reason or another failed. 

No decision of the courts was ever had. When given the privilege 
of the mails the companies had no object in asking a judicial determi- 
nation of their status, and they operated without restraint until Decem- 
ber 5, 1900. 

Meanwhile bond investment schemes multiplied until there were 
several hundred in the United States. Man}^ persons believing these 
institutions sound because they were permitted the use of the mails, 
and were, in a way, given the approval of the Department, invested 
in them until the aggregate ot the investments they represented 
amounted to millions of dollars. 

Early in the year 1900 Barrett and J. Henning Nelms, of Balti- 
more, an attorney and agent for the Southern Mutual Investment 
Compan}^ made a verbal agreement to enter into a law partnership, to 
become effective January 1,- 1901. Shortly after such agreement had 
been entered into, Barrett announced that he desired to submit all 

Suestions affecting bond-investment schemes to the Attorney-General 
or a decision. Nelms evidently suggested that it would be better for 
Barrett to render such decision himsdf . This suggestion was adopted 
(Exhibit F-12), and on July 3, 1900, Barrett asked the chief inspector 
to gather the literature of all bond investment companies in the country 
and submit the same to him for his consideration. In August he also 
sent out a circular to all these concerns announcing his intention to 
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rule upon their schemes and asking them to submit briefs and any 
explanations they desired to make in regard to their methods of doing 
business. Barrett made a strong statement to the Chief Inspector in 
regard to the fraud being perpetrated by these concerns and the 
necessity for an actuary, a well-known authority, to pass upon the 
questions involved. As a result, D. Parks Fackler, of New York, was 
employed and passed upon the cases submitted by Barrett. Fackler 
held that all of the companies were doing business on a fraudulent 
basis and that they could not be financed out on any sound business 

Erinciples. Barrett agreed with Fackler's report and made it a part of 
is opmion (Exhibit i-15). 

In a letter to Hon. John G. Carlisle, who represented some of the 
Kentucky institutions, Barrett stated: 

My desire has been to give every company opportunity to be heard. I now have 
before me some 50 cases. 

In a letter to Hon. Dwight Harrison, of Columbus, Ohio, dated 
October 23, 1900, Assistant Attorney -General Tyner, in referring to 
Barrett's connection with this matter, said: 

Scores of cases of this kind are in his hands, and have been for some time past, 
upon which, or at least upon the general principles involved, Mr. Barrett has 
obtained a large amount of data, which he will shortly use in an opinion touching 
the general features therein. 

In a letter to Messrs. Kerr, Page & Cooper, attorneys. New York, 
under date of October 25, 1900, Tyner states: 

I presume that this is one of the numerous crop of bond investment schemes that 
has within the last two or three years sprung up all over the country. * * * My 
assistant, Mr. Harrison J. Barrett, * * * has had these schemes under his imme- 
diate supervision and consideration for a long time past and has obtained a vast 
?,mount of material out of which he expects some time during the last half of the 
coming month to render an opinion that will apply to the princii)les involved in 
most of these cases. * * * I will refer your communication to him. 

This opinion, containing over 100 printed pa^es, was finally ren- 
dered on December .5. He held all these bond-investment concerns 
were fraudulent. On page 11 he says: 

I have endeavored to give careful study to these so-called bond-investment schemes. 
Indeed, for the past two or three years I have been at odd times gathering informa- 
tion thereon, and while the plans of operation that are now before me are, in my 
judgment, in some of their features inimical to the postal laws, yet I am thoroughly 
convinced that the basic principle underlying the bond-investment proposition is 
sound; and if the features whicn have resulted in giving unequal advantages to per- 
sons similarly situated were eliminated, and the returns promised were such that 
the proposition could be safely financed out, so that all persistent investors could 
be reasonably sure of the returns promised, the objections to them would be 
removed. 

But while declaring them "inimical" he held open the door of hope. 
On page 109 he states: 

I can conclude by saying that all these schemes as now framed are in the nature 
of lotteries or similar schemes and are based upon erroneous calculations and 
blunders from which the public, which will suffer and be defrauded if they are 
allowed to continue, should be protected; and the promoters of these companies will 
be much better off in the end if they are stopped now and compelled to put their 
enterprises on a sound basis before the inevitable collapse comes. 

The attention of the companies promoting schemes similar to those herein outlined 
should be called to this opmion, and, for the reasons heretofore stated, be eiven a 
reasonable opportunity to abandon the same or to make such changes as will elim- 
inate all objectionable features before further action is taken by this Department in 
the direction of depriving them of the use of the mails ' 
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Tyner was the Assistant Attomey-Greneral, yet everything relating 
to bond investment schemes had been referred to Barrett. Barrett 
formulated the opinion and signed it on the 5th day of December, 
1900, as Acting Assistant Attorney-General, and it was approved by 
Tyner as Assistant Attorney-General. 

There was a studied eflfort to give Bariett a conspicuous position in 
relation to the bond-investment business during tne entire year. A 
letter was prepared for the signature of the Postmaster-General, ini- 
tialed by Barrett, approving the opinion (Exhibit F-14). 

It doubtless was very suggestive to the promoter of a bond-invest- 
ment scheme to read the following closing sentence of Barrett's 
opinion: 

These companies should be given a reasonable opportunity to abandon the same 
or to make such changes as will eliminate all objectionable features before action is 
taken by this Department in the direction of depriving them of the use of the mails. 

That is, they are fraudulent institutions, and are not entitled to the 
use of the mails; but fraud orders will not be issued against them 
until they are given an opportunity to amend their schemes so as to 
come within the law. 

The same mail that carried this opinion and decision to the bond- 
investment concerns also carried to them an announcement that Barrett 
had resigned from the Assistant Attorney-General's office and had 
formed a law partnership with J. Henning Nelms, of Baltimore, and 
the business of these companies was solicited. They were advised that 
their business was fraudulent; that they must reconstruct their plans, 
and that Barrett was ready to help them reconstruct as required. The 
result was that even before he retired from office many of these con 
eerns were seeking his legal services. To J. P. Williams, on Decem- 
ber 20, 1900, ten days before his resignation became effective, he wrote 
(Exhibit F-10): 

I have received your favor of the 17th instant. * * * While my work at the 
Department has practically ceased, yet my official connection will not be severed 
until December 31, so that I would not feel at liberty to discuss ways and means with 
you. My associate and I will be pleaseJl t^ act as your attorneys after December 31, 
and you could, of course, correspond wi*^ Mr. Nelms now. I believe we can elim- 
inate all the objectionable features in tne contracts and put them in such form that 
the); will meet with the approval of the Department. Our fee would be $1,000 
retainer and $100 a month for twelve months. 

About December 15 he agreed (Exhibits F-5 and F-24) with G. W. 
Morgan, president of the Continental Security Redemption Company, 
of Birmingham, Ala. , to prepare for nim a contract satisfactory to the 
company and that would meet the approval of the Department, for 
which he was to receive $500 down ana six $50 monthlv installments. 
Barrett states that he did nothing for this comj)any before he left the 
oflSce, but Morgan insists that ne took and tiled the new contract 
before January 1. 

Elmer Miller of Columbus, Walter Brown of Toledo, and S. A. 
Stevens of Cincinnati were all in Washington on bond-investment 
business during the holiday week of 1900. They state (Exhibit F-9) 
that Tyner was unwilling to take up their cases until after January 1, 
and that they were delayed from day to day until December 31, when 
Barrett announced that after 4 o'clock on that date he would be able to 
attend to their business. By agreement they met him at Nelms's home 
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in Baltimore the same night, where Stevens made a contract to pay 
him $150 as a retainer. 

Mr. Charles A. Spenn^^ representing the Equitable Debenture 
Company, of Columbus, Ohio, called on Assistant Attorney-General 
Tyner on January 5, 1901, five days after Barrett had retired from 
office, to discuss with him the affairs of the company. In referring to 
this interview Mr. Spenny states (Exhibit F-20): 

I went to the Post-Office Department, before General Tyner, and asked him when 
I could have an interview, telling him who I was and what my business was. He 
asked me if I had an attorney in the case, and I informed him that I had not, and 
he su^ested that it might facilitate matters if I would have an attorney who was 
acquamted with that class of business. Being a stranger in the city and not know- 
ing anyone, I asked him who would be a good man. He said that Mr. Harrison J. 
Barrett was thoroughly conversant with the law, as he had been in the Department 
and had passed on these questions, and that he would make a good man, and that 
there were other equally good lawyers in the city. I asked him where I would find 
Mr. Barrett, and he thought that he might still be in the Department; that he had 
been there that day, and sent one of his clerks to see; but upon the return of the clerk 
it was found that Mr. Barrett had left for Baltimore, Md. I then went to Baltimore 
that evening and met Mr. Barrett. * * * I asked him what he would charge as 
his fee for going before the Department with the certificate. He replied that if he 
went before the Department and the certificate was approved he would want $1,000. 
I agreed with him that if he would have the certificate approved we would pay him 
$500. * * * 

Barrett the next day presented the matter to Tyner, and the certifi- 
cate was approved. Spenny returned to Columbus, but his company 
soon failed as a result of the decision of the suprenae court of Ohio, on 
March 26, 1901, declaring that such schemes were frauds and lotteries 
and against public policy. 

SOUTHERN MUTUAL COMPANY. 

The Southern Mutual case of Lexington, Ky., probably more clearly 
illustrates the scheme of Barrett, Tyner, and ^^elms than any other. 
Nelms was the attorney for the compan}^ and his wife was a stock- 
holder. A fraud order had been issued against this company by 
Assistant Attorney -General Thomas on January 21, 1897. On June 
30, 1897, Barrett revoked this order. As has been said, Nelms and 
Barrett entered into an agreement of partnership early in the year 
1900 (Exhibit F-18). The agreement was not reduced to writing, 
however, until the following December. In the meantime Barrett was 
collecting information for his opinion on bond-investment concerns. 
On June 25, 1900, six months before Barrett retired from office, but 
after he and Nelms had decided upon their plans for a partnership, 
Nelms wrote A. S. Bowman, secretary of the company (Exhibit F-13), 
as follows: 

I inclose you, confidentially, of course, a note I have just received from Harrison 
J. Barrett, Acting Attorney-General for the Post-Oifice Department. He will prob- 
ably spend Thursday or Wednesday night with me, and it is likely that Ihe ques- 
tion of the Southern Mutual will come up * * * so I write to ask you to advise 
me by special delivery just what position I shall .take in talking with him on the 
subject. 

Bowman answered June 26, saying: 

Find out all you can and commit yourself as little as possible. 

June 30, Nelms wrote Bowman in "strictest confidence" as fol- 
lows: 

Last night, Mr. Barrett, Assistant Attorney-General, came over and we had sev- 
eral hours together. * ♦ * I think I can say to you that you and the company 
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may safely rely that you will have absolutely no trouble from the Department. In 
the fall, if the company desires it, I can take copies of the certificates and prospectus 
to Judge Barrett and get an official opinion from him, sustaining them as entirely 
legitimate. 

On July 2, he wrote Breckenridge and Shelby, Lexington, Ky., 
attorneys for the Southern Mutual, in which he says: 

I now write you however in closest confidence, because 1 obtained my informa- 
tion as a friend of Assistant Attorney Barrett. * * * Mr. Barrett has decided not 
to submit the matter to the Attorney-General but to write the opinion himself, and 
he will make the discrimination as to which companies should be prohibited. He 
will not take up the Southern Mutual at all * ♦ ♦ unless we req^uest it. * * * 
I am exceedingly glad that he is going to write the opinion himselt instead of sub- 
mitting it to the Attorney-General. 

By reference to Exhibit F-13, it will be seen that numerous letters 
passed between Nelms and the officers of the Southern Mutual Com- 
pany during the summer and fall which show that Nelms was in close 
confidential communication with the Department in regard to the 
interests of this company. On November 16, he wrote Bowman, say- 
ing: 

Yesterday afternoon I had a long conversation with Mr. Barrett, and I know it 
will gratify you that I can tell you positively certain things that you can rely on in 
the coming decision. 

First. The general plan and scheme of the investment companies will be sustained. 

Second. The wild-cat companies will be required at once to change their contracts. 

Third. The contract of the Southern Mutual will be either sustained in toto, or 
will be left alone for several months so as to give it ample opportunity to make the 
necessary change of its own accord. 

Fourth. The Southern Mutual will be permitted to retain its present method o 
redemption. 

I think you will agree with me that the above accomplishes the purpose of our 
trip to Washington. Of course you will realize the importance of the public no 
bemg made acquainted with the contents of this letter. 

On November 24 he again wrote Bowman: 

You can rely on what I have formerly written you in regard to the coming opinion 
from the Attorney-General's Office for the Post-Office Department, but the opinion 
will be such that I write to advise you at once to compromise the suit which you have 
against the insurance paper, and this should be. done immediately. I mean before 
Thursday of this coming week. 

D. Parks Fackler, the actuary employed to pass upon the merits of 
the various bond-investment concerns, in referring to the scheme of 
this company (Exhibit F-15, pp. 100-102), said: 

The company proposes to give to each certificate holder $1,000, or three amounts 
of $333.33 each, being the amount of 3 coupons attached to each certificate, at the 
end of 140 months, by which time 141 payments of $3 each, or $1 per coupon, will 
have been made. Speaking more accurately, the contract **is to mature" at this 
time, and the monthly payments are then to cease; but the absolute payment is 
made contingent upon the reserve fund being sufficient to pay the certificate at that 
time and is U) be deferred until the reserve fund is sufficient' to pay all unmatured 
certificates or coupons. 

The certificate provides that 10 per cent of the monthly dues may go for expenses, 
and it can not be assumed that their expenses will be less. Another 10 per cent is 
to go into the equation or loading fund and used for the best interests "of the 
company." * * * 

Assuming tliat the company employs only 10 per cent for expenses, 
Mr. Fackler states that— 

Ninety cents paid in on each coupon at the beginning of each month for 140 
months and at the end of the last month, making 141 navments in all, if invested at 
one-half of 1 per cent a month would amount only to $183.65, instead of $333.33, due 
on each coupon. The payments would then cea5«, and it would then be necessary 
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to wait 120 months before the above sum, compounded at one-half of 1 per cent per 
month, would equal the $333.33, which would thus not be paid until twenty-one years 
and eight months from the issue of the original certificate. It would thus be imprac- 
ticable for the company to fulfill its obligations under circumstances which are more 
favorable than are provided for under its contract; it is clear that it can not do so 
under the actual provisions of the contract without profits from lapses and other 
sources. 

This company therefore could not meet its obligations except from 
lapses or new business. Barrett, on pages 46 and 48 of his opinion, 
holds that the company depending on lapses is fraudulent; and the 
same opinion is held b}'^ the Attorney-General. (Vol. 23, p. 512, 
Opinions Attorney-General.) Barrett also, pages 99 and 100 of his 
opinion, holds the scheme of this company tp be a lottery. He says: 

The consideration in this scheme is apparent. An examination of the financial 
schedule shows that the total early redemption values vary at different periods, con- 
sidering the amount and time of investment. The returns range from 31 per cent, 
compound interest, on a coupon redeemed at the end of fortv-eight months, down to 
13 per cent on a coupon redeemed at the end of one hundred and forty-four months. 
The payment of these different returns among persons similarly situated are prizes, 
and the distribution thereof is dependent upon chance, as heretofore shown under 
class 1. 

Referring to the fraudulent features, same pages, he says: 

As to the impossibility of carrying out this proposition, reference is made to the 
report of Mr. David Parks Fackler, consulting actuary, under Subdivision B. The 
scheme is fraudulent, as well as in the nature of a lottery, so far as the use of the mails 
in the promotion thereof is concerned. 

Barrett, therefore, in his opinion declared the piinciples upon which 
the Southern Mutual was doing business had the features of both a 
lottery and a fraud. On the 21st of December Nelms secured the 
approval by Assistant Attorney-General Tyner of a plan for this com- 
pany, which it was never intended should be operated. The purpose 
was to enable the Southern Mutual officers to declare that the plan of 
their company had been approved by the Department, and prevent a 
panic among their patrons, which the Barrett opinion was likely to 
create. 

The' company was at that time collecting about $30,000 per month 
premiums on business which had been declared unlawful by Barrett's 
opinion. The approval of this plan enabled them to pass the critical 
period and reconstruct at leisure. They did not stop operating the 
business according to the old plan which had been declared fraudulent, 
and on July 1, 1903, there were still outstanding 3,700 coupons on the 
old business basis. 

Nelms's plan had worked so successfully that after January 1 he 
claimed his reward. On January 5, five days after the partnership 
contract between Nelms and Barrett became effective, he wrote Bow- 
man (Exhibit F-13) stating: 

I am going to ask you to send me at once a check for $350 on fee. In the mean- 
t ime, I wish you would state to your board of directors just what I stated to you and 
Mr. Bronston when you and he agreed to pay me $1,000 fee to get General Tyner to 
say he would approve the contracts submitted to him. I did not want you nor Mr. 
Bronston, nor am I willing for the board of directors to imagine that I would charge 
them $1,000 for two days' work. * * * The many days that I have spent m 
working to get an acknowledgment from the Post-Office Department that the basic 

frinciples of the business were sound, and to get an opinion written by Barrett, who 
knew felt kindly toward the business and the men engaged in it, instead of letting 
that opinion be written by the Attorney-General, * * * I think entitles me in 
fairness to the fee you gentlemen named. 
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The controversy as to fee was finally settled by the company agree- 
ing to pay $1,100, $500 for the work dating prior to January 1 and 
$60 a month for the year 1901. Nelms thinks that this $600 went to 
him, and no part of it to Barrett; but the books of the firm of Nelms & 
Barrett show that the $600 was entered as partnership fees. 

Bowman seemed to object to the way in which Nelms put the ques- 
tion of the $1,000 fee more than to the amount of the fee. In a letter 
to him January 19, 1901, he says: 

I am not answering for the purpose of evading the question of paying a liberal fee, 
but I do not desire to go on record as having said that we agreed to give $1,000 for 
General Tyner's simply saying he would approve our contract. 

On March 8, Christiancy, as Acting Assistant Attorney-General, 
sent a circular to the oflScers of the ^uthern Mutual, which stated 
that — 

This office has been advised that several bond investment companies have mis- 
understood the ruling of this Department and are continuing to issue their old 
forms of contract, which have been held to be inimical to the postal laws, until such 
time as they can formulate new plans which will be satisfactory to them and meet 
with the approval of the Post-Omce Department. No such course was intended by 
the Department; and if your company is still writing its old forms of contract and 
using the mails in connection therewith, you must discontinue the same at once. 

To this Mr. Bowman replied: 

I do not know what other companies have understood, but I do know that 
General Tyner stated to Mr. Bronston and myself in language plain, clear, and 
unequivocal, and that could not be misconstrued, that this company could continue 
to issue its old contract until time could be had for its approved contract to be gotten 
from the printer and placed upon the market. * * * Upon Mr. Bronston^s and 
my first visit to General Tyner on December 19 (a few davs after the rendering of 
what is known as the Barrett decision) , we explained to him that this decision had 
caused a panic among our present certificate holders. * * * General Tyner 
assured us that it was not the intention of the Department in any way to interfere 
with the contracts already written, and stated to Mr. Bronston and mvself that we 
could come home and assure our certificate holders that the ruling of the Depart- 
ment would in no way interfere with contracts already issued. He stated to us that 
we could use this statement as authority from him to our certificate holders. 

It appears that Bowman was not willing to forfeit the advantage he 
had gained by the approval secured through Nelms and for which he 
paid $500. Christiancy referred this matter to Tyner, who was tb^n 
at Palm Beach, Fla., and in a letter to Christiancy on March 21 Tyner 
confirmed Bowman's understanding in the following note: 

That he regarded my statements as authority to write the old contracts until he 
could construct new contracts and substitute them for the old ones is not surpriwing 
or unnatural, for it is probable that my assurances to him were not then as precise 
as I would now extend in the light of subsequent experience, not with his company 
especially, but with bond investment companies generally. 1 believe that he and 
his official colleagues have acted in good faith with the Department right along. 
* * * You may furnish a copy of this letter to Mr. Bowman as a reply to his of 
the date mentioned, 

The letter of approval of the plans of this company on December 
21 was dictated by Tyner to Haze Morgan, a stenographer in the 
office, from manuscript prepared by Barrett, with interhneations in 
bis own handwriting. Morgan recognized at the time he was writing 
the letter that this approval was in violation of Barrett's written 
opinion filed but two weeks before (Exhibit F-17). 

It will be remembered that other companies were compelled to wait 
for a hearing until after January 1, while the Southern Mutual was 
given a formal approval and permission to continue its old plan of 
business for months without being disturbed. 
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WANTED PROSECUTIONS HELD UP. 

While Barrett was planning for extensive legal practice before the 
office of the Assistant Attorney-General after January 1, he did not 
overlook the fact that the inspectors who investigate complaints 
against those violating the postal laws were not under the direction 
of the Assistant Attorney-General's office. And he evidently was 
apprehensive lest the inspectors and the district attorneys might bring 
criminal proceedings against some of these concerns before he had an 
opportunity to reconstruct their schemes. 

On December 13, eight days after the opinion was rendered, Barrett 
prepared a letter, which Tyner signed, addressed to the Fourth Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General, who has the direction of the inspectors' force, 
saying: 

Your inspectors should call the attention of this, office to any schemes that are 
being operated similar to those set out in the opinion, in order that the companies 
may be notified to discontinue or modify the same. If after a reasonable time the 
companies to whom such notices are sent shall not comply with the terms thereof 
and adopt a new plan, which shall be held to be admissible to the mails by this office, 
I will thank you, whenever cases of this character come to the attention of your 
inspectors, to direct them to report the facts to this Department for reference to this 
office. 

Of course, this Department has nothing to do with any criminal prosecutions that 
may be instituted upon the motion of the district attorney; but I suggest, in view of 
the status of these cases, that none of them be presented to district attorneys by post- 
office inspectors for prosecution until the matter has been referred to this office for 
consideration. 

This was a very unusual request, since it has never been the practice 
of the Assistant Attornej^-General for the Post-Office Department in 
any way to control criminal prosecutions. The inspectors, in their 
book of instructions, are directed to submit all cases of this character 
to the United States attorney in the district where such offense is 
committed. 

Mr. K. G. Pulliam, of the American Investment Company (Exhibit 
F-19), had employed ex-Secretary Carlisle as attorney to represent him 
in his efforts to prevent the issue of a fraud order against his company, 
which he expected as a result of the Barrett decision. Pulliam states 
that, after looking up the matter carefully, Mr. Carlisle advised him: 

There are only two ways of accomplishing this: The first, to take the matter into 
the Federal courts, at a likely expense of $25,000; the second, to employ Messrs. 
Barrett & Nelms, a newlv organized law firm w ho stood close to the Tyner crowd. 
But if it was to be done this way he would have nothing to do with it. 

Pulliam, however, was not so sensitive as the ex-Secretary. He 
employed Barrett & Nelms and contracted to pay them either $1,000 
or $1,200 as a retainer, he does not remember exactly which, for fixing 
the contract satisfactorily, and a further compensation of $600 per 
annum, in monthly payments of $50 each. 

The books of Nelms & Barrett show that during the first fifty-five 
days of their partnership they received $6,600 from these bond-invest- 
ment concerns. 

The changes in the contracts suggested by Barrett, for which he 
received such liberal compensation, were very slight, so slight that 
the same names, tables of value, and the same literature were 
used by the companies under the new contracts as under the old. 
Many of the old contracts guaranteed to pay a certain amount at a 
fixed time. Barrett suggested a modification providing, in effect, that 
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such payments would be made if there were funds on hand to pay, or 
so soon thereafter as the reserve and profits would warrant. Clauses 
of this kind were inserted with consummate skill so as not to attract 
attention, and the same old tables of estimated profits, with few excep- 
tions, remained. Villere says (Exhibit F-8): 

In 1897 Barrett told me that we would have to change some features of our plans 
* * * so that they will have the excuse to say our plans have been changed, etc. 

Barrett was then an officer of the Department. Afterwards as attor- 
ney for the fraudulent concerns he furnished the Assistant Attorney- 
General's office the excuse, as he then suggested. Barrett's making 
over, however, could not put business vitality into fraudulent insti- 
tutions. One by one these companies have failed, until only three or 
four of the old ones are now doing business. 

The Interstate Savings, Loan and Trust Company, of Cincinnati, 
which paid Nelms & Barrett a fee on the night of December 31, 1900, 
was, on March 26, 1901, by the supreme court of Ohio, declared a 
fraud and a lottery. Its assets were $300,000; its liabilities $2,000,000. 
A fraud order existed against this concern when Barrett and Tyner 
came into office, but was revoked June 30, 1897. 

WANTED INSPECTORS. 

Barrett and Tyner, not being able to control the operations of the 
inspectors in the investigation of these frauds, conceived the idea that 
bond investment companies could be more securely watched if the 
inspectors who examined into complaints against them should be 
placed under the control of the Assistant Attorne}" -General's Office. 
At Tyner's most earnest solicitation, the Postmaster- General appointed 
a clerk in the Assistant Attorney -General's Office as inspector, and 
assigned him to Tyner's office to work under his direction. A s.trong 
effort was made to have Congress appropriate $7,000 for the purpose 
of employing two of these inspectors, independent of the regular 
inspectors' force, who should devote their entire time to the investiga- 
tion of bond investment concerns. This request, however. Congress 
refused (Exhibit F, p. 104). 

At first a post-office inspector attached to the regular force was 
directed to accompany the Assistant Attorney-General's special 
inspector. They investigated a number of concerns and reported 
adversely, recommending fraud orders. The greater the number of 
investigations, the more cases before the Assistant Attorney-General's 
Office for consideration, and therefore the more business for attorne3'^s 
in that practice. Many of these concerns, when investigations were 
begun, immediately sought the services of Nelms & Barrett (Exhibits 
F-9, F-19, F-24). * Others were referred to Barrett by Tyner. 

For over three years, while Barrett was in office, only one fraud 
order was Issued against a bond investment company; but after he 
resigned and notified them that he was read}^ to reconstruct their con- 
tracts, and they had been given a reasonable time to comply with the 
requirements set forth in his opinion, no mercy was shown. During 
the first six months after he retired from office no fraud orders were 
issued against these concerns, while during the twelve months follow- 
ing this period 155 were issued. 

Mr. A. G. Morgan, representing the Fayette Investment Company, 
Lexington, Ky., stated (Exhibit F-21) that w^hen his company was 
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investigated he concluded it would be necessary to employ legal coun- 
sel before the Department, and that instead of buving a railroad ticket 
to Washington he bought one to Baltimore, that he might first consult 
Bari*ett & Nelms before presenting his matter to the Department. 

Barrett's relations with the Assistant Attorney-General's office were 
such that he knew the movements of the inspectors who were to inves- 
tigate bond investment schemes. He wrote to the Tontine Loan & 
Security Company, of St. Louis (Exhibit F-22), clients who were pay- 
ing him $175 a month, and advised them in advance that they would be 
called upon by inspectors, and at their request he promised to delay 
the investigation until they were ready. In February, 1903, his con- 
tract with the company expired, and it did not reemploy him. Within 
30 days from this time the inspector attached to the Assistant Attorney- 
General's office investigated its affairs and recommended a fraud order. 

Most of the contracts made by Nelms & Barrett with clients were 
for the year 1901. For some reason they dissolved partnership at the 
end of that year. Barrett solicited a continuance of employment f roni 
a number of companies, while Nelms entered a theological seminary 
for the purpose of preparing himself for the ministry. 

physicians' INSTITUTE. 

Barrett's practice after retiring from office, however, was not con- 
fined wholly to bond-investment concerns. The Physicians' Institute 
of Chicago was one of his clients. This concern advertised a magnetic 
belt "free." To any one answering this advertisement a symptom 
blank was sent, to be filled out and returned, with the stetement 
(Exhibit F-27): 

If we find your case is acurable one, we will immediately send you the "Supreme " 
electric belt without a cent of cost to you. 

In every case this concern claimed that the symptom sheet filled out 
by the prospective patron showed a complication of diseases. It had 
ten stock letters to describe the different ailments. Each one of these 
etters stated (Exhibit F, page 110): 

We deemed it advisable to call an extra session of the consulting staff of the insti- 
ute in order to consider your case in detail. 

The condition of the patient was invariably such that a belt alone 
would render no service; and a package of special medicine was for- 
warded in connection with the belt, by express, C. O. D., $5.60. If 
the victim declined the package, corresponaence was entered into and 
finally it was released upon tne payment of $1, if no more could be 
secured, with the assertion that the belt alone was worth $25, and the 
treatment $15. 

Complaint was made to the Department and the case was investi- 
gated by the inspectors, who had a physician fill out one of the 
symptom blanks indicating a man in perfect health; but the same 
scare letter and the same express package came. 

The company realized, when they discovered that the inspectors 
were investigating their operations, that there might be danger ahead, 
so F. B. Kidder, their secretary, engaged the services of Harrison 
J. Barrett, and paid him $5,000 — rather a liberal fee for a young 
attorney who had been in the practice less than a year. Kidder 
states that he employed Barrett because he was advised "as to his 
special ability to handle mail-order business." On October 26, 1901, 
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he wrote Barrett a letter, three pages in length, which stated the 
company's case so well that Barrett did not deem it necessary to 
rewrite the letter or change any pait of it, so he simply erased his own 
name and inserted that of the Assistant Attorney-General and for- 
warded the letter to Tyner. 

On November 13, 1901, Barrett filed a brief which he had prepared, 
to which he signed the company's name. Then he sent to Tyner's 
home address a note inclosing the draft of a letter which he asked 
should be written to him by the Assistant Attorney-General, closing 
the case. He also prepared and inclosed to Tyner the form of an 
indorsement to be used in returning the case to the inspector. This 
note reads as follows: 

I inclose two suggestions: (1) letter to me; (2) indorsement on return to inspec- 
tors. No hurry about case going back to inspectors, if you agree with my opinion, 
for two or three weeks; speed is not an essential on that score, but if your opinion 
agrees with mine, would like to know it when convenient. 

I really think you have no ground on which to act, and that I have shown this 
conclusively. If not, send me a memorandum and I will respond further. If you 
do dismiss case, hope you won't feel you have to ask further investigation or recom- 
mend prosecution, but merely return it in the manner suggested in memorandum. 

I want you to do just what you think right. I would not have taken this case, 
except I was convinced there was no \'iolation, and will, of course, be pleased if you 
take the same view. * * * Will be over to-morrow. 

H— . 

The case was closed as suggested, and its return to the Fourth 
Assistant Postmaster-General was delayed as requested. It was not 
received at that oflSce until November 30. Carbon copy of the refer- 
ence, however, which is on file in the Assistant Attorney-General's 
oflSce, is dated November 19. 

TURF INVESTMENT COMPANIES. 

E. eT. Arnold & Co., of St. Louis, Mo., were conducting what is 
known as a " turf investment" scheme. They claimed to own a large 
number of race horses, and that in betting and book-making these 
horses earned for the company enormous profits; that out of these 
earnings they could pay dividends of from 2 to 3 per cent a week on 
investments. These dividends were actually paid, because credulous 
people readily invested, and the receipt of such profits encouraged the 
investor to put in more money. The dividends, however, were not 
paid from the earnings, but from the money paid in by new investors. 
As long as money came in faster than it was necessary to pay it out as 
dividends the company could continue, but in the end a crash was 
inevitable. 

The inspectors began an investigation of the company on October 18, 
1902. It furnished a statement of assets, but itis liabilities were con- 
cealed, the oflScers claiming that they could not divulge the names of 
their clients, and an estimate alone was given. They also stated that 
a record of the earnings from the i*ace track had not been kept. The 
inspectors directed them to keep such a record for thirty days, and 
postponed their report for that purpose. Meanwhile, the local attor- 
ney, a Mr. Fauntleroy , anticipating possible trouble from the inspectors' 
report, employed Harrison J. Barrett to represent the company before 
the Department. Barrett, in his statement of August 5 (Exhibit F-5), 
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referring to a conversation he had with Gill, manager of the company, 
says: 

In the conversation with Mr. Gill I told him it was not a question of any favoritism. 
It was simply a question of whether he was conducting this business in accordance 
with the law. 

Why Barrett should have thought it necessary to advise Gill that he 
would not treat his company with favoritism does not appear. If he 
were practicing before the Department as any other lawyer, how 
would it be possible for him to extend a client any special favoritism 
in connection with the rulings of the Departments 

It was agreed that Barrett should receive $5^000 as a retainer, which 
money was paid — a very liberal fee, considering the fact that the com- 
pany not only had its local St. Louis attorneys, but also Dudley 
& Michener, of Washington, D. C, as counsel. 

Barrett visited St. Louis November 10, to examine into the affairs 
of his new client. On November 15 he wrote the Assistant Attorney- 
General, submitting certain circulars and certificates of Arnold & Co., 
on which he desired an opinion as to whether such circulars were mail- 
able. In this letter he stated: 

The company holds in cash or assets to-day a sum far in excess of deposits made 
with it. All dividends are paid out of actual earnings, * * * Prior to July 1, 
1902, only actual earnings were paid. Since then 3 per cent a week was guaranteed 
and has been regularly paid out of the earnings. To obviate any criticism or ques- 
tion, this guarantee is eliminated, and depositors will share in the profits, whatever 
they may be, to the extent of 3 per cent a week. 

Formerly the company had guaranteed 3 per cent a week. At Bar- 
rett's suggestion the wording was so changed as to read: "Depositors 
will share in the profits to the extent of 3 j)er cent a week." This 
letter was signed by Barrett, and Dudley & Michener. 

Tyner promptly approved the literature as requested, and on Novem- 
ber 17 wrote tne postmaster at St. Louis to accept it for mailing. 

Assistant Attorney-General Tyner was stricken with paral3^sis in 
July, 1902, and was at the Department very little after that date. On 
the 15th of November, as he remembers (Exhibit F-16), Barrett and 
other attorneys presented a comnmnication requesting a ruling on 
certain circulars, which he approved. This letter of approval was the 
first official letter signed by him since July 1. On the 25th of Novem- 
ber, seven daj^s after the signing of this letter, the inspectors com- 
pleted the investigation and reported (Exhibit F-28) that the dividends 
paid were enormous; that the company did not clearly show whence 
they came; that means for verifying the assets of the company had 
been refused, and that it was impossible for them to ascertain whether 
the dividends paid were earned or not, or whether the concern was 
solvent or insolvent. They therefore recommended that Arnold & Co. 
should be cited to sliow cause why a fraud order should not be issued 
against them. They were not cited, however, to show cause, nor was 
a fraud order issued; but instead, at Barrett's request, a favorable 
ruling was given the company. This ruling reads as follows: 

December 4, 1902. 
Messrs. E. J. Arnold & Co., 

Benoist Building, St. Louis, Mo. 

Gentlemen: In accordance with the request of your attorney that ^ou be advised 

as to the action of the Department in connection with the recent investigation of 

your business by post-office inspectors, I beg to inform you that jthe report of these 

mspectors has been received, the same considered, and the case against you closed. 



Digitized by 



Google 



INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEFT. 61 

• 
It is proper, however, to remark that the closing of the case by the Department 
does not necessarily prevent the reopening of the same and the taking of such action 
thereafter as may be deemed necessary if any violation of the law should be brought 
to its notice. 

Very respectfully, 

(Signed) James N. Tyner, 

Assistant Attorney-General for the Post- Office Department. 

The letter was mailed to Barrett and by Barrett to the company's 
local attorney at St. Louis. On December 6 he wrote Gill, manager 
of the company, saying: 

Confirming my telegram of last night, I mailed to Mr. Goodman official letters of 
the Post-Office Department. He will bring them to you. 

In regard to the Enquirer matter, I consider the article a good one. I took the 
naatter up again, however, and it will be fixed. * * * Congratulating you upon 
the satisfactory closing of the incident, and thanking you for your courtesies, 1 am. 

The article in the Cincinnati Enquirer referred to was as follows: 

Satisfied are Federal authorities with the nature of the business of a St. Louis stable. 

The Post-Ofl5ce Department has submitted a ruling to the postmaster at St. Louis, 
Mo., according to E. J. Arnold & Co., of the Mound City, the privileges of the United 
States mails. 

In the Enquirer for August 28 of the present year there appeared a short item 
intimating that the business of Arnold & Company was under surveillance of the 
Federal authorities. It appears from the strong and sweeping ruling above referred 
to that the latter are perfectly satisfied as to the nature and character of the transac- 
tions in which Araold & Company are engaged. In addition to the conduct of a 
turf investment bureau, which, it is said, pays weekly 3 per cent dividends, the firm 
owns a number of racing horses. They are given a good rating by a number of 
financial institutions. 

The agents of Arnold & Company seem to have had a prior under- 
standing that a letter was to be secured from the Assistant Attorney- 
General. Their representative in California, P. L. Kaye, wrote from 
San Francisco, December 3, the day before the Tyner letter was writ- 
ten (Exhibit F-28): 

I understand that the -poetal department will issue a statement that E. J. Arnold & 
Company are doing a safe business. Of course you will have such a statement 
printed. Please send me a couple of hundred copies of it. Now is the time for us 
to call the attention of the postal people to the several turf commissioners operating 
out here and put them out of business. 

The Tyner letter was printed with the second paragraph omitted, and 
became a part of the advertising literature of the company. Two days 
after Tyner wrote this letter, Barrett deposited Arnold & Company's 
check for $1,000, this being an additional fee. 

Christiancy claims that he protested against Tyner's writing this let- 
ter, and urged Barrett not to ask him to do it; but his protest was of 
no avail. Tyner dictated the letter personally and requested Chris- 
tiancv to sign it. Christiancy says (Exhibit F-29) he declined, declar- 
ing that he would resign his position first. Tyner then asked Miller, 
an assistant attorney m the office, to initial the letter, which Miller 
did. This indicates that Turner himself had some misgivings as to the 
ultimate end of this transaction and sought to have some one share with 
'him the responsibility. 

The Arnold letter was the last official decision of James N. Tyner, 
Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office Department. 

This indorsement of the Arnold company gave a new lease of life to 
the concern. But the inevitable end could not be postponed long. It 
came in February, two months later, when the company failed with 

S. Doc. 151 5 
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assets $75,00*0, liabilities $3,120,776. This was the condition of the 
company which Barrett stated had in cash or assets a sum far in excess 
of deposits, and which was using only its actual earnings in payment 
of dividends. And on such statement, in the face of the adverse 
report of post-office inspectors, Tyner delivered to him a letter of 
approval, which letter enabled him to earn $6,000 in fees and authorized 
the company to defraud the credulous public out of thousands of dollars 
during the remainder of its brief career. 

J. J. RYAN A COMPANY. 

J. J. Ryan & Company, of St. Louis, was a kindred institution to 
Arnold & Company, and conducted business in the same manner. The 
inspectors investigated this concern October 4, 6, and 7, 1902. In 
their report (Exhibit F-e30) they stated that the officers of the company 
refused to afford them facilities for verifying the statements of assets 
and liabilities; that the funds were not being used exclusively in the 
bookmaking business, as advertised; that dividends were guaranteed, 
amounting to from 1,200 to 1,400 per cent per annum; that the com- 
pany's literature contained misrepresentations, and that the scheme 
depended upon new business for continued existence; and recom- 
mended that the concern be cited to show cause why a fraud order 
should not be issued against it. 

Christiancy, Acting Assistant Attorney-General, cited the company 
to appear, as recommended by the inspectors, fixing the date for 
November 11. At the hearing Christiancy presided for a time, but 
afterwards turned the case over to Assistant Attorney Miller. The 
result of the hearing was that Rvan agreed to furnish the inspectors 
all of the information desired. Amendments to the literature were to 
be made along lines suggested by Miller, and Ryan was to demon- 
strate to the inspectors, when they called again, his ability to pay all 
obligations. 

As prearranged with Ryan, Miller then requested another investiga- 
tion by the inspectors, which was made on November 26 and 28. 
Ryan, thus previously advised, was found awaiting their visit with 
plenty of casn on hand, according to the records he furnished, to offset 
the amount shown to be due subscribers on November 11. The inspect- 
ors were suspicious of the showing and reported the fact to the 
Department with the statement — 

that the solvent condition of to-day was no indication of the condition to-morrow. 

In the meantime, on November 21, after Ryan's visit to the Depart- 
ment and before the reinvestigation by the inspectors, Ryan received 
a letter (Exhibit F-30) from J. M. Johns, attorney, Rockville, Ind., 
saying: 

If you will meet me at Filbeck House, Terre Haute, Ind., soon I can be of service 
to you as attorney in your business. Bring samples of literature. Wire me date of 
meeting. 

A number of telegrams were exchanged, and finally, on the 28th of 
November, the two met at the Filbeck House, Terre Haute, Ind., 
where Johns informed Ryan that D. V. Miller, assistant attorney in 
the Post-Office Department, was a close political friend of his; that 
Miller had consulted with him before he accepted the position at 
Washington; that the salary was small and not of much consequence; 
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that the "trimmings" were all that amounted to anything, and sug- 
gested that he would get Ryan out of his trouble with the Fo«t-Office 
Department and a clear passage from the man who passed on all of 
Ryan's business for a fee of $5,000. 

Ryan seems to have protested, but fearing the result of an outright 
refusal, he offered him $2,500, which proposition Johns took under 
advisement. That evening Johns made Kyan another offer to the 
effect that for $3,500 he would have Rj^an's literature adjusted by Mil- 
ler so that it would pass the most rigid investigation by post-office 
authorities. Ryan offered $2,000 for this service, which Johns agreed 
to accept, protesting that it was a very small amount when divided 
between himself and his friend Miller. The two parted, apparently 
having concluded that $2,500 should be paid for a ''clean bill" before 
the Post-Office Department, and $2,000 for Miller's amending the lit- 
erature — $4,500 in all. 

This meeting between Ryan and Johns occurred November 28. On 
December 8, D. V. Miller initialed and Acting Assistant Attorney- 
General Christiancy signed the following letter, almost an exact repro- 
duction of the letter to Arnold & Co., signed by Tyner four aays 
previously: 

D. V. M. 

December 8, 1902. 
Messrs. John J. Ryan & Co., 

St. Louis, Mo. 
Gentlemen: Your attorney has requested that you be informed of the decision of 
this Office in relation to your case which has been pending before it since the 11th 
day of November, 1902, and in accordance therewith I beg to inform you that the 
additional information required by this Office at the time of the hearing has been 
furnished by you to the post-office inspectors, and that their report has been filed, 
considered, and the case against you closed. ^ 

It is, however, proper to say that the same will be reopened if it should in the future 
be reported to this Office that you are conducting your business in violation of law, 
and such action taken as is deemed proper. 
Very respectfully, 

(Signed) G. A. C. Christiancy, 

Acting Assistant Attorney- General 

for the Post- Office Department. 

In the month of April, 1903, when the inspectors were examining 
the letter-press copy books of the office, Christiancy marked on the 
margin of the above letter ''canceled," stating that it had been with- 
held and the following letter, under date of December 10, forwarded 
in its stead: 

D. V. M.] December 10, 1902. 

Messrs. J^ohn J. Ryan & Co., 

St. Louis, Mo. 

Genti^emen: Your attorney has requested that you be informed of the decision of 
this office in relation to your case which has been pnending before it since the 11th 
day of November, 1902, and in accordance with said request I be^ to inform you 
that the information desired, as indicated by certain written questions propouncled 
to you at the time of the hearing and your answers thereto, was furnished by you to 
post-office in8|)ectors on November 28 and 29, 1902. Said inspectors have filed their 
report with this Office, which report showed that you had furnished the information 
desired and were complying with the promises and agreements contained in your 
letter to this Office of November 11, 1902. 

If you have since November 29, 1902, fully complied with your promises and 
agreements contained in your letter of the 11th ultimo and will still continue to do 
80, no further action willbe taken by this Office and your case will be closed; but 
should this Office at any time in the future receive satisfactory information that you 
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are not complying with the agreements in said letter contained, then such action will 
be taken as the circumstances may demand and the Department deems proper. 
Very respectfully, 

(Signed) G. A. C. Christiancy, 

Acting Assistant Attorney' General 

for the Post-Office Department. 

The canceling of the record of the letter of the 8th, four months 
after it had been written, with the statement that the letter of Decem- 
ber 10 was substituted in its place, has never been satisfactorily 
explained. 

On December 7, however, a St. Louis post-office inspector made a 
special report, stating that the John J. Ryan bookmakmg enterprise 
of St. Louis, Mo. , investigated some days previously, was refusing to 
redeem certificates on demand, thus violating its agreement with the 
Assistant Attorney-General, and recommended — 

that this special report be referred to the Assistant Attorney-General for such action 
a£i he desires to take relative to a fraud order as a result of this apparent violation of 
promise made to that Office by this company. 

The report was referred to the Assistant Attorney-General's Office 
on the 9th of December, and in Miller's handwriting is indorsed 
"closed." It may be that upon receipt of this report Miller withheld 
the letter of December 8 and forwarded that of December 10 with 
changed phraseology. On December 10, Miller mailed Ryan's letter 
to Johns at Rockville, Ind., and that evening sent him, under an 
assumed name, the following telegram: 

Washington, D. C. (night domestic), December 10, 1902, 
J. M. Johns, Attorney at Law, Rockville, Ind.: 

Letters reach you Friday morning. Never wired him. Go promptly. 

Jim. 

Johns then comm.unicated with Ryan, met him by appointment at 
the Gibson House, Cincinnati, the night of December 16, delivered 
the letter to him, and received $1,000 in cash and $3,400 in checks, $100 
having been paid at their former meeting, November 28. Ryan & 
Co. proceeded to fleece the public until February, 1903, when they 
failed for $1,300,000. 

As a result of this transaction, Miller and Johns have been arrested 
and are under bond to appear before the United States court at Cin- 
cinnati. On May 25, 1903, when the facts in regard to Miller's con- 
nection with this case became known, the Postmaster-General summa- 
rily removed him from oflBce. He had served less than a year, having 
been appointed on July 1, 1902. 

In the fees requested and in the action taken By the Department the 
Ryan case is so similar to the Arnold case as to make it appear that 
Miller was an apt student of the methods by which business was trans- 
acted before the OflSce of the Assistant Attorney-General for the 
Post-OflSce Department. 

Christiancy protested against the Arnold letter, remonstrated with 
Barrett, and finally refused to sign it when requested to do so by his 
superior officer; but in less than a week he signed both the Ryan let- 
ters without hesitation and upon his own motion. 

THE REVIEW BILL. 

Another interesting development in connection with the administra- 
tion of Tyner and the practice of Barrett before his office is indicated 
by their interest in what is known as the '' Review bill." 
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In July, 1902, Tyner was stricken with paralysis and became an 
invalid. It was clearly evident that he was near the end of his official 
career. In his report for the fiscal year he urged the passag'e of a bill 
giving the right of appeal to the district and circuit courts against the 
aecision of the Postmaster-General in regard to fraud orders. Dud- 
ley & Michener, who had extensive business before the Assistant 
Attorney-General's Office, also urged the passage of such a bill. Bar- 
rett was heartily in favor of it, and the correspondence between him 
and some of his clients shows that they were exceedingly anxious that 
such a bill should pass. 

A bill was prepared (Exhibit F--31), forwarded to Tyner, and by 
him to Christiancy, with instructions that he submit it to the Postmas- 
ter-General for his approval. Christiancy, however, interfered and 
offered such objections to the measure that the Postmaster-General 
withheld his approval. Nevertheless a bill was introduced into both 
the House and tne Senate. The Postmaster-General addressed a com- 
munication to Congress, setting forth the objections to the passage of 
such a measure (Exhibit F-35) and no further consideration appears 
to have been given it by Congress. 

A fraud order to be effective must be issued promptly. And a law 
giving a fraud the right to appeal from the decision of the Postmaster- 
&eneral would practically nullify the law authorizing the Postmaster- 
General to deny the maiis to fraudulent concerns, 

RIFLING OF THE SAFE. 

On April 21, 1903, while the investigation of the Assistant Attorney- 
Generars office was in progress, Mrs. J. N. Tyner and her sister, Mrs. 
Barrett, mother of Harrison J. Barrett, by previous appointment met 
Mr. G. G. Hamner, an expert of the Mosler Safe Companv, on the 
first floor of the Post-Office Department (Exhibit F-33). f hey then 
proceeded to the fifth floor, where Mrs. Barrett and Mr. Hamner 
remained in the corridor while Mrs. Tyner entered the office of the 
Assistant Attorney-General through the regular public entrance. She 
stated to Christiancy, then in charge, that she desired to go into Gen- 
eral Tyner's room. She was admitted, and at her request was left 
alon^, Christiancy closing the door through which she had entered. 
She then unlocked the corridor door and admitted Mrs. Barrett and 
Mr. Hamner, locking the door after their entrance. Hamner, at her 
request, then unlocked the safe, opened it, and after taking out all of 
its contents locked it again. Mrs. Barrett then let him out of the 
room through the corridor door. The two women were in the room 
almost an hour. 

In the meantime Christiancy was informed that there was a man in 
the room with Mrs. Tyner. Shortly after that P. V. Keyser, a clerk 
in the office, informed him that the nian had left the room through the 
corridor door. When Mrs. Tyner had remained there almost an hour, 
she called Andrew Hogan, the colored messenger, had him wrap up a 
package, and then, witn Hogan, left the office in the same way she had 
entered. 

Christiancy seems to have become somewhat concerned at Mrs. 
Tyner's remaining in the room so long. He finally went down the 
corridor to a room where the post-office inspectors were at work and 
advised them that Mrs. Tyner was in General Tyner's private room. 
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The facts were reported to the Postmaster-General, with the statement 
that there were a number of records in the room which the inspectors 
had not yet examined. The inspectors were instructed to ascertain at 
once the pui^pose of Mrs. Tyner's visit, but when they reached the 
Assistant Attorney-General's oflSce she had gone. They were then 
directed by the Postmaster-General immediately to find Mrs. Tyner 
and ascertain what she had taken from the room. Mrs. Tyner indig- 
nantly refused to give up the package or divulge its contents, and 
declined to allow the inspectors to see Mr. Tyner, who, she said, was 
in a critical condition and could not be seen by anybody. 

What was in the safe no one knows but the Tyners. Tyner alone 
had knowledge of the combination. Mrs. Tyner stated that she went 
to the office and secured the contents of the safe under the direction 
of her husband, which statement he confirmed. Some days later a 
package was returned to the office of the Postmaster-General which it 
was alleged contained all that was taken from the safe; but there is no 
evidence to this effect except the statements of the Tyners. 

If Christiancy had reported to the Postmaster-General the fact that 
Mrs. Tyner desired to enter the room to secure some personal effects 
from the safe, there would have been no objection whatever to her doing 
so in an orderly way. If her purpose was honest, why should she enter 
the room, close the door, and forbid anyone to be with her except her 
sister and the safe expert? Christiancy has not satisfactorily^ ex- 
plained why he permitted her to remain there for an hour without 
notifying the Postmaster-General or the inspectors. 

As a result of this episode Tyner was summarily removed from the 
Office of Assistant Attorney -General and Christiancy was ^iven an 
indefinite leave of absence. On July 14 Christiancy submitted his 
resignation, which was accepted b}^ the Postmaster-General October 12. 

CONCLUSION. 

In the preparation of this report I have endeavored briefly to cover 
the principal features of the administration of Tyner, Barrett, and 
Christiancy while in control of the Office of the Assistant Attorney- 
General for the Post-Office Department. 

George A. C. Christiancy first entered the service as a clerk in the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in 1889. He was appointed as an 
assistant attorney in the office of the assistant attorney -general for the 
Post-Office Department January i, 1901. There is no evidence that 
he ever received any money, directly or indirectly, from any of these 
fraudulent concerns. How it was possible for him to serve in that 
office for over two years and not have knowledge of the reprehensible 
practices of Barrett, through the connivance or indulgence of Tyner, 
I can not understand. He apparently failed to realize the responsi- 
bilities that rested upon him or clearly to comprehend his duties. 
Why he should have protested against the Arnold letter, as he seems 
to have done, and then within a week sign, without any hesitation, a 
similar letter to Ryan, can be explained only upon the theory that he 
was induced to do so by Miller, in whom he haa confidence. 

He probably was intimidated by the imperious manner of Mrs. 
Tyner when she asked to be left in the room alone, but it should not 
have taken him an hour to recover sufficiently to walk across the hall 
and inform the Postmaster-General or the inspectors. 
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Tyner entered the postal service nearly forty years ago as a special 
agent; has since held the offices of Second Assistant and First Assist- 
ant, and was Postmaster-General from July 12, 1876, to March 12, 
1877. Under the Harrison administration he was Assistant Attorney* 
General for the Post-Office Department, at which time Barrett was his 
secretary and stenographer. 

Those who are charitably inclined excuse his official delinquencies 
on the ground of affection for his nephew and his failing mental fac- 
ulties. But the deliberate manner in which he promoted Barrett's 
bond investment conspiracy and the free hand which he gave him in 
his dealings with fraudulent concerns, from the beginning of Barrett's 
connection with his office, forbid my taking this charitable view of his 
conduct. 

For six years under his administration certain favored frauds and 
lotteries were given free use of the mails. Barrett's scheme to resign 
and practice before the Office, and Tyner's part in that scheme, as set 
forth in the body of this report, was the climax of official perfidy, 
more evil in its results and more demoralizing to the public conscience 
than outright embezzlement or open theft. 

Tyner has been summarily removed, and I recommend that Harrison 
J. Barrett be barred from practice before the Post-Office Department 
and that Christiancy be separated from the service by resignation or 
otherwise. 

Tyner and Barrett were indicted on October 5, bv the grand jury 
for the District of Columbia, for conspiracy to def raua (Exhibits F-35, 
F-36, and F-37). 

MONEY-ORDER SYSTEM. 

On April 8, 1903, the Postmaster-General advertised that sealed 
proposals would be received until June 2, at 12 o'clock noon, for fur- 
nishing the engraved and printed matter required in the transaction 
of the postal money-order business for a period of four years com- 
mencing September 4, 1903. In response to this advertisement, pro- 
posals were submitted by four bidders for supplying money-order 
forms. Every bidder was required to give bond as a guaranty of his 
ability to fulfill such contract, if awarded him. 

The bid of Paul Herman, which was the lowest, aggregated $44,948 
less than that of the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company, the 
next lowest. Herman had formerly been employed by this company, 
which had held the contract for many years. 

The Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company filed a protest against 
the contract being awarded to Herman, alleging that he was not a 
responsible bidder. Herman declared that he was able to fulfill the 
contract (Exhibit G) ; that he had given the $5,000 guaranty as 
required, and that he would further enter into any bond that the 
Department might ask for the faithful performance of the contract. 

At the request of James T. Metcalf , suj)erintendent of the Money- 
Order System (Exhibit G-1), a post-office inspector inquired into the 
financial responsibility of Herman, and on eJune 10, 1903, reported 
(Exhibit G-2) that Herman had a credit of $20,000 at the Mutual Bank 
in New York City ; that he owned no plant, but had an option on 
rooms in a building well located in New York City ; that he had con- 
tracted for some printing machinery, and that he was considered a 
man of good character and honest. 
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A short time after it was known that Herman was the lowest bidder, 
Superintendent Metcalf asked him to withdraw his bid, assuring him 
that if he did so he would endeavor to have him reinstated in his 
former position with the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company. 
Herman inquired what would become of his $5,000 guaranty, and 
Metcalf assured him that the Department would allow him to with- 
draw it (Exhibit G-3). 

Metcalf also wrote to the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company 
and asked them to meet Herman for a conference (Exhibit G-3), with 
a view to fixing up their differences. Herman, however, declined to 
complv with the request of Metcalf to withdraw his bid, and insisted 
that the contract be awarded him, he being the lowest bidder and 
having complied with all the requirements of the Department. 

In tne meantime it was alleged that Metcalf's son was employed by 
the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company at a lucrative salary, 
and that Met^calf was endeavoring to induce Herman, the lowest bidder, 
to withdraw his bid for the purpose of giving that company the 
contract. 

By order of the Postmaster-General the matter was investigated. 
In a statement made by Metcalf (Exhibit G-3) he admitted that he had 
asked Herman to withdraw his bid and promised, should he do so, to 
try and have him reinstated in his old position with the Wynkoop 
Hallenbeck Crawford Company, and that he had written Hallenbeck 
asking him to fix things up with Herman. 

In explanation of his enorts to induce Herman to withdraw, Metcalf 
said that he knew it would give the contract to the Wynkoop Hallen- 
beck Crawford Company, wnere his son was employed, but that it was 
a responsible firm, and having had the contract for a long time he knew 
the work would be done well; and that he did not consider Herman a 
responsible bidder because he did not have a plant that would justify 
the Department in giving him a contract of this magnitude, x et, at 
the same time, he admitted that Herman as a mechanic was entirely 
competent to perform and supervise the work necessary in the execu- 
tion of the contract, and that he had written Hallenbeck, endeavoring 
to secure Herman's reinstatement, because he was anxious that Herman 
should have charge of the work as heretofore, knowing his compe- 
tency and ability. 

Metcalf's statements were strangely inconsistent. He endeavored 
to p^i'suade Herman to withdraw his bid when he knew that such with- 
drawal would cost the Department about $45,000. He admitted that 
Herman was thoroughly competent to do the work, and that he had 
requested Hallenbeck to reemploy him because of his special fitness to 
handle the money-order printing. He further stated that Herman 
had no plant; but at that time he had in his possession the report of 
an inspector showing that Herman was making necessary preparations 
to fulfill the contract. He also knew that Herman was then offering 
to ffive bond in any amount required by the Department that he would 
faithfully perform the work. The only reasonable conclusion to draw 
from Metcalf's attitude is that he wanted to favor the Wynkoop 
Hallenbeck Crawford Company, and was endeavoring to do so at the 
expense of the Department. 

After receiving Metcalf's statement, the Postmaster-General sum- 
marily removed him from office. A copy of the letter of removal is 
submitted herewith, marked "Exhibit (j-4." 
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Before closing this feature of this report it is proper to state that 
Herman, to whom the contract was awarded, is performing the work 
to the satisfaction of the Department (Exhibit G-9). 

A continuance of the investigation was ordered, and the case assigned 
to Inspectors Letherman, Thomas, and Noile. Their several reports 
are submitted herewith, marked "Exhibits H, J, and K." 

MAILING OF BOOKS. 

The inspectors had not proceeded far with the investigation when 
they learned that young Metcalf was being paid a commission of 1^ 
cents per book for all money-order books tnat were shipped by the 
company to postmasters. This was i)aid him in addition to his regu- 
lar salary. 

Prior to September 4, 1899, the books of money-order forms were 
shipped by the manufacturer to the Department, and from there sent 
by registered mail to postmasters, as the necessities of the service 
required. The work of wrapping and addressing these books was 
done by clerks in the money -order division. There is no evidence 
that this system of mailing books was not entirely satisfactory. Met- 
calf, however, conceived the idea of having these books shipped direct 
from the manufacturer to the postmaster. His first movement toward 
a change of system was about June 21, 1899. Paul Herman (Exhibit 
H-7) says: 

Four years ago I was here in Washington as the representative of the Wynkoop 
Hallenlieck Crawford Company, and after the bids had been opened it was found 
that this company was the lowest bidder. Mr. J. T. Metcalf invited me to take a 
ride with him over the city. During our conversation he mentioned that he would 
like to make some other kmd of arrangement different from what had been put in 
the specifications regarding the shipping of money-order books. He explained that 
he intended originally to have his son, Norman K. Metcalf, appointed as the agent 
to supervise the shipping of these hooks, hut he could not do that on account of the 
civil service law. * * * He preferred, he said, to place this matter in the hands 
of the contractors. ***** You tell Mr. Hallenbeck of this proposition and make 
him write a letter to me, expressing his willingness to enter mto such an arrange- 
ment,** or words to that effect, and that the price could be arranged after such a 
letter had been received from Mr. Hallenbeck. 

Metcalf denies Herman's statement so far as it relates to his efforts 
to secure his son's appointment as agent to supervise these shipments. 
But young Metcalf (Exhibit K-9) indicates that his father had m mind 
such an appointment, and, in a measure, confirms Herman's statement. 

It further appears that as a result of this conversation, on July 7, 
1899, C. G. Crawford, vice-president of the company, wrote Metcalf 
(Exhibit K-8) submitting a proposition to mail the books ' ' a.s requested " 
for 4 cents each. After further correspondence, 3^ cents was finally 
agreed upon, with the proviso that if this amount proved too small the 
Department would in the future take up the matter for adjustment. 
Following out this understanding, H. C. Hallenbeck, p*resident of the 
company, on March 6, 1900, wrote Metcalf, stating that after six months' 
experience he felt 3i cents was far too low a price for this work, and 
asked, on account of the great increase in the cost of labor, material, 
etc., that the price be increased to 6i cents. And on July 25, 1900, he 
again wrote urging the necessity of an advance in price for mailing the 
books. In reply to this letter Metcalf, on August 7, 1900, wrote Hal- 
lenbeck, stating: 

The Department has in various wavs so modified the terms of the contract in each 
case in your favor that practically tne compensation for wrapping and mailing the 
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books has been considerably increased. In all of the numerous changes made in 
handling these forms no additional labor nor expense has been entailed upon your 
firm, but in each case the advantage is with you. 

But he further added that since the Department had agreed to read- 
just the compensation for mailing, he had recommended that the price 
beginning with August, 1900, be fixed at 5i cents each, and inclosed 
a new contract for tnat amount. Crawford, for the company, acknowl- 
edged this letter with thanks and signed the contract as directed. 

On August 21, 1900, Metcalf wrote Hallenbeck advising him that 
after a conference with the Postmaster-General 5i cents was consid- 
ered more than should be paid, and asked him to give in detail the 
items of expense that made up the cost of shipping the books. To 
this Hallenbeck replied that N. R. Metcalf ana Paul Herman were 
Doth out of the city, and that he would be unable to give him the 
information until their return. On September 15, 1900, Hallenbeck 
answered, submitting a detailed statement as to the cost of packing 
and shipping the books. 

This statement was prepared by Norman R. Metcalf, and upon such 
statement the price paid by the Department was increased from 3^ 
to 4i cents to date from August 11, 1900. In this statement of 
expenses, however, the commission that was paid young Metcalf does 
not appear. 

USE OF LARGE BOOKS DISCONTINUED. 

The contract for money-order forms that took effect September 4, 
1899, called for five different sizes of books, containing, respectively, 
500, 300, 200, 100, and 60 blank money-orders each. For each book 
shipped the contractors were to receive Si cents. 

On September 26, 1899, Superintendent Metcalf discontinued the 
use of the books containing 300 forms, and on October 26 he discon- 
tinued the use of the books containing 500 forms. Thus within four 
months after the company had received the contract for mailing the 
books all the large sizes were discarded, and from that time books of 
200 forms were the largest used. 

The discontinuance of the use of the large books greatly increased 
the number of books to be shipped, which resulted in a corresponding 
increase of cost to the Department and commissions to j'^oung Metcalf. 
The following table shows the number of books shipped and the 
amounts paid Norman R. Metcalf for the year 1900: 



Month of shipment. 



Number 
of books 
shipped. 



Amount. 



1900. 

January •. 

February : 

March 

April 

M!ay 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 



28,364 
20,391 
24,586 
18,849 
16,993 
14,613 
12,566 
11,042 
15,075 
18, 110 
16,923 
14,852 



212,364 



$330.91 
237.89 
286.88 
219.96 
198.25 
170.48 
146.69 
128.82 
175.87 
211.28 
116.66 
254.04 



2,477.68 
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The sum paid was just 10 cents over 1^ cents per book for the books 
shipped. These payments continued in the same manner up to May 
12, 1903. 

At the beginning of this contract young Metcalfs wages were $15 
per week, equivalent to $65 per month or $780 per annum. His duties 
were in no way increased by the company securing tbis contract for 
mailing money -order books. During the period that this contract was 
in force his wages were advanced from time to time until in May, 
1903, he was receiving $30 per week (Exhibit K-9), showing that tne 
bonus paid him out of the money received by the company for mailing 
the books was in no way computed as part of his legitimate salary or 
wages. The books of the company show that from December, 1899, 
to May, 1903, he was paid by check, independent of his salary, 
$9,547.17. Both the Metcalfs state that the father had no knowledge 
that this amount was being paid the son, but I am not inclined to 
credit their statements. 

The only reason that Metcalf gives for changing the system of ship- 
ping the books was the inconvenience of handling them in the Depart- 
ment on account of insufficient room after moving into the new 
building. Metcalf also speaks in high terms of the efficiency of this 
firm. This, however, does not seem to be borne out by the records. 
The following letters were written by Metcalf to the company 
(Exhibit H-4): 

April 14, 1902. 
Of late nearly all our work is delayed beyond what I think is reasonable, and it is 
80 embarrassing and annoying that I am sure you will take some means to give us 
better service. 

August 19, 1902. 
We are being flooded with telegrams and our business disorganized because of lack 
of forms. I find, on investigation, that you are not shipping over an average of 
about 100 books per day, when we ought to have at least five times that aumber. 

August 27, 1902. 
While you were behind in shipping thirty-eight days when I wrote you last week, 
you are to-day in arrears forty-four days, and the condition of affairs is worse than 
at any time within my knowledge. 

February 3, 1903. 
I am compelled to again inform you that we are receiving some days as many as 6 
to 10 telegrams and numerous letters to the effect that postmasters are without sup- 
plies of forms. 

There are other letters of a similar character. 

INFERIOR PAPER USED. 

In November, 1899, the Jersey City Printing Company wrote the 
Postmaster-General complaining that the paper used by the Wynkoop 
Hallenbeck Crawford Company in printing money-order forms was 
inferior to that required b}^ the specifications, and to permit the use of 
such paper was unfair to the other bidders. This letter was referred 
to Metcalf for an explanation, and in reply (Exhibit J) he defended 
the company vigorously, stating that the paper had been tested as to 
it« tensile strength and that he believed it to be fully up to the con- 
tract sample. The specifications for the contract called for blue paper 
"to test not less than 45 points, weight of 500 sheets equivalent to 16- 
pound folio, and white paper of weight equivalent to 20-pound folio 
to test 46 points" tensile strength Nevertheless, Metcalf was com- 
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pelled frequently to write the company as to the inferior paper used 
(Exhibit J-6). On January 22, 1901, he wrote: 

Test has been made of a sheet of domestic money-order paper recently transmitted 
by you to this office, and the tensile strength of this paper is foond to be an avera^ 
less than 31 points. * * * Recent observations show that the paper is not m 
quality according^ to the contract sample, and complaints to a like effect are being 
made by postmasters who use the paper. 

Other similar letters were written. 

Herman (Exhibit H-7) states that the tensile strength of the paper 
furnished by the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company varied, but 
was: Blue, about 33 points instead of 45; and white, about 23 instead 
of 46; and that the weight of the white paper was 17 pounds and not 
20, as called for by the specifications. 

Herman's statement and Metcalf 's letters confirm the allegations of 
the Jersey City Printing Company as to the inferior quality of the 
paper used. His statement is further corroborated by J. Horace 
McFarland in a letter to Metcalf (Exhibit J-8), wherein he asks that 
Metcalf write certain contractors insisting on '' a closer adherence to 
the specifications with respect to paper." 

PRINTING MONEY-ORDER FORMS. 

For the 1899-1903 contract for money-order forms there were two 
bidders, the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company, of New York, 
and the Dunlap Printing Company, of Philadelphia. 

There are two kinds of money-orders, domestic and international. 
Bids were asked on two styles of printing for domestic money orders, 
lithographic and typographic, and one style on international, typo- 
graphic. The specifications required that the schedule for money- 
order forms should be considered as a whole, though there is no reason 
why the domestic and international forms should not have been con- 
sidered separately, they being different as to form. 

The following table shows the bids of the two companies on the esti- 
mates submitted by Superintendent Metcalf: 





Domestic money-order fomou. 








Estimated 

number 

books, 

contract 

term. 


Bid of W. H. C. Co. 


Bid of Dunlap Print. Co. 


Size of books. 


Cost 
lithographic. 


Cost 
typographic. 


Typographic. 


Cost. 


Five hundred 


175,000 
65,000 
70,000 
90,000 
75,000 


$0.49 
.39 
.27 
.15 
.10 


$85,750 

25,360 

18,900 

13,500 

7,500 


$0.48 
.39 
.26 
.13 
.07 


$84,000 
25,350 
18,200 
11,700 
5,250 


$0.52 
.33 
.25 
.15 
.11 


$91,000 


Three hundred 


21,450 


Two hundred 


17,500 


One hundred 


13,500 
8,250 


Fifty 






Total 






151,000 




144,500 




151,700 













International money-order forms. 



Size of books. 


Estimated 
number 
books. 


Bid of W. 


H. C. Co. 


Bid of Dunlap Print. Ca 


Per book. 


Cost. 


Per book. 


Cost. 


Two hundred 


10,000 
5,000 
4,000 
7,000 


$0.45 
.39 
.28 
.15 


$4,500 
1,950 
1,120 
1,050 


$0.40 
.24 
.12 
.09 


$4,000 


One hundred 


1,200 


Fifty '. 


480 


Twenty-five 


630 






Total 






8,620 




6,310 
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Reissued orders. 



Size of books. 


Estimated 
number 
books. 


Bid of W. H. C. Co. 


Bid of Dunlap Print Co. 


Per book. 


Cost. 


Per book. 


Cost. 


Four hundred 


1.000 


90.60 


9600 


90.79 


9790 





The total cost of printing domestic, international, and reissued orders 
under various bids, therefore, may be summarized as follows: 

Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company: 

Domestic orders, lithographed $151, 000 

International orders, typographed 8, 620 

Reissued orders, typographed 600 

Total 160,220 

Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company: 

Domestic orders, typographed. . , 144, 500 

International orders, typographed 8, 620 

Reissued orders, typographed 600 

Total 153,720 

Dunlap Printing Company: 

Domestic orders, typographed 151, 700 

International orders, typographed 6, 310 

Reissued orders, typographed 790 

Total 158,800 

It will be observed from examining the foregoing table that by the 
lithogmphic process the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company's 
bid on the 500-form books was 3 cents per book lower than the Dunlap 
Printing Company's bid, and on the 200-form books 2 cents higher. 
But, considering the estimated number of books to be used, the aggre- 

Site cost of those called for by the entire contract, the Wynkoop 
allenbeck Crawford Company's bid by the typographic process was 
$5,080 lower than the Dunlap Printing Company's, but by the litho- 
graphic process, $1,420 higher. 

LJpon the theory that it was desirable to have the domestic money 
orders lithographed, the conti-act was given to the Wynkoop Hallen- 
beck Crawford Company at the higher bid. In this connection, how- 
ever, it is interesting* to note the actual number of the different sized 
books used by the Department as compared with Metcalf's estimates, 
upon which bids were asked. 

Instead of using 175,000 of the 500-form books, upon which the bid 
of the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company was 3 cents per book 
lower than the Dunlap Printing Company, onl^ 3,889 were used, 
while on the 200-form books, upon which the bid of the Wynkoop 
Hallenbeck Crawford Company was 2 cents higher than that of the 
Dunlap Printing Company, the number of books used was not 70,000, 
as estimated by Metcalf , but 802,779. The following table shows the 
total number and sizes of books purchased during the period of the 
contract, excluding 14,529 books of 400 pages, at 46 cents each, for 
which bids were not solicited and on which proper comparison can not 
be made: 
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Domestic money-order forms. 



Size of books. 


Number of 

books used 

during 

contract 

term. 


Bid of W 


. H. C. Co. 


Bid of Dunlap Printing 
Co. 


Litho- 
graph. 


Cost. 


Typograph. 


Cost. 


Five hundred 


3,889 

1,031 

802,779 

35,047 

8,712 


$0.49 
.39 
.27 
.15 
.10 


$1,905.61 

402.09 

216,750.33 

6,257.05 

871.20 


$0.52 
.33 
.25 
.15 

.11 


$2,022.28 


Three hundred 


340.23 


Two hundred 


200,694.75 


One hundred 


5,257.05 


Fifty 


958.32 






Total 






225,186.28 




209,272.63 











International money-order forms. 



Size of books. 


Number of 

books used 

during 

contract 

term. 


Bid of W 


\ H. C. Co. 


Bid of Dunlap Printing 
Co. 


Per book. 

$0.45 
.39 
.28 
.15 


Cost. 


Per book. 


Cost. 


Two hundred 


26, 767 
3,430 
5,861 
3,266 


$12,045.15 

1,337.70 

1,641.08 

489.90 


$0.40 
.24 
.12 
.09 


$10,706.80 


One hundred 


823.20 


Fifty 


703.32 


Twenty-five 


293.94 






Total 






15,513.83 




12,527.26 













Reissued orders. 



Four hundred 


1,313 


$0.60 


$787.80 


$0.79 


$1,037.27 




Qrand total 






241,487.91 




222,837.16 











It will be observed from the above table that the actual cost of the 
money-order forms furnished by the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford 
Company under their bid was $24:1,487.91, while if the contract had 
been given to the Dunlap Printing Company the cost would have been 
$222,837.16, a saving of $18,650.75. 

There were 14,529 400-form books bought that were not called for 
in the specifications. For these the company was paid 46 cents each, 
while the 500-form book could be had for 49 cents. Why this size 
should have been ordered at a higher proportionate price, instead of 
the 500-form book, does not appear. 

An analysis of the bids shows that while on the face of the estimate 
the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company's bid was only $1,420 
higher than that of the Dunlap Printing Company, yet upon the 
number of books actually bought it was $18,650.75 nigher. The diflfer- 
ence, $17,230.75, represents a net gain to the Wynkoop Hallenbeck 
Crawford Company as a result of Metcalf's discontinuing the use of 
the large-sized books. It further appears that this discarding of the 
large books served a double purpose — it increased the "graft" of 
young Metcalf and gave the company a greatly increased profit. 

As heretofore stated, the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company 
was given the contract because it was asserted that the domestic 
money orders should be lithographed; but in fact only a small part of 
them were printed by the lithogi-aphic process. 

A statement of the lithographer employed by the Wynkoop Hallen- 
beck Crawford Company (Exhibit J-9) shows that from September 
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28, 1900, to July 3, 1903, only enough lithographic tints were printed 
for the money-order business by this company to make 65,256 books 
of 200 foims each, while during this period 611,476 books of 200 forms 
were furnished, showing that but 10 per cent of the books furnished 
were lithographed. The remainder, 546,220, were therefore printed 
by the typographic or cheaper process, and should have been billed 
1 cent per book lower than the scheduled lithographic price. The 
Department, however, paid for lithographic work. This company, 
therefore, was paid 1 cent per book on 546,220 books, or $5,462.20 
more than it was entitled to. under the contract. 

Complaint was made to the Department that money-order forms 
were being electrotvped, not lithographed, as required by the con- 
tract. In reply to this complaint Metcalf stated (Exhibit J): 

While I have no knowledge other than this statement that the contractor is mak- 
ing use of plates, presumably electrotypes, rather than transfers to stone, the fact 
remains that it is very diflBcult for even an expert to determine the difference 
between work executed by the two processes. * * * Hence, it would seem that 
this complaint, if it is based upon facts, merely alleges that the contractor is employ- 
ing a process which to him may be cheaper, but which does not produce work infe- 
rior to the requirements of the public service, nor in any respect different from the 
specifications as far as appearance and quality of work is "concerned. 

If this statement is true, why, then, was not the bid of the Wynkoop 
Hallenbeck Crawford Company for printing forms by the typographic 
process accepted, instead of their bid for lithograpSic work? Thou- 
sands of dollars would thereby have been saved to the Department. 
But instead, they were paid lithographic prices for typographic work, 
in violation of the specific terms of their contract, and the Government 
thereby defrauded out of $5,462.20. Add this to the $17,230.75, and 
we have $22,692.95, which was paid to this company over what it was 
entitled to upon the bids and specifications, resulting in a correspond- 
ing loss to the Department. 

The specifications required that the money -order forms should be 
printed with a binding stub 1 inch long, with perforations between 
the form and binding stub, between the advice and binding stub, and 
between the advice and receipt, so that the orders and advices could be 
easily torn out when written. The books containing 500 and 300 
forms were to be sewed with binders' thread. For the smaller books 
wire-stitch binding was prescribed. 

Metcalf not only discontinued the use of the large-sized books, but 
he permitted the company to change the form of binding so as to save 
the stub and the stitching, the book being fastened at the end with 
glue in tablet form. Hallenbeck (Exhibit J-10), in a letter to Metcalf, 
stated that by discarding the stub he would be able to get another 
row of orders on one sheet and save a great deal of presswork. 

By relieving this company of the expense of perforating the orders 
and of binding the books with thread and wire, as required in the con- 
tract, Metcalf saved it thousands of dollars on the paper and labor 
necessary in the execution of the contract. 

COMBINATION OF PRINTERS. 

The principal bidders for supplies for the money-order service are 
the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawrord Company; the Metropolitan Print- 
ing Company, both of New York; the Dunlap Printing Company, of 
Pniladelphia, and the J. Horace McFarland Company, of Harrisburg, Pa. 
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It appears from the correspondence between J. T. Metcalf and J. 
Horace McFarland that there was a combination of these four com- 
panies for the purpose of raising the price of supplies furnished. 

It is strange that the superintendent of the Money-Order System 
should have been consulted by these contractors as to their scheme to 
combine and raise the price of supplies which they expected to furnish 
the Department. On March 23, 1903, McFarland wrote Metcalf 
(Exhibit J-8): 

I had on Saturday a very satisfactory and somewhat surprising conference with 
the three other bidders for the last money-order contract, it havmg appeared that 
the Metropolitan people were going in again, and going in strongly. Indeed, thev 
were intending to pursue the same reckless and absurd tactics which made their work 
so unsatisfactory, and you can judge from their price on the three items you are 
reporting upon in yours of March 20 just how deep they have been willing to go. 
* * * The whole matter has been very satisfactorily discussed. * * * I ^l 
gladly come to Washington to consult with you about it, if you so desire, after which 
there will be another meeting of those interested in New York. * * * I am 
empowered to ask you, on behalf of the four bidders on the present contract, permis- 
sion to receive proofs of the specifications as soon as they are available, and in advance 
of their issue in the general way, if you believe this compatible with the public service. 
Our action with respect to the Metropolitan people will result, I am sure, in a verjr 
great improvement of performance by them, but under conditions existing up until 
Saturday at 1.30 p. m. I felt that it was important for public service that the bids 
they were about to make should be rejected, or very sharply scrutinized. 

McFarland seems to have been very greatly concerned about the 
public service. On April 6 he again wrote Metcalf (Exhibit J-8): 

You are aware that under your wise permission there is now going on an attempt 
at an arrangement between those who have been doing the money-order work, which 
will prevent the ruinous prices of the past. * * * If it would be practicable for 
you to send a letter to each of the other three contractors who are involved so far, 
stating that you propose to insist upon a better standard of work, as well as a closer 
adherence to the specifications with respect to paper, you w^ould give me a good 
weapon to work with in the conference with these gentlemen. 

In answer to these and other letters, Metcalf, on April 10, wrote 
McFarland (Exhibit J-8): 

I hope that you will not feel that because of failure to receive answers to several of 
your letters that matters named by you have not been given attention. Such is not 
the case. * * * As matters seem to be progressing satisfactorily, no formal reply 
appears to be necessary. 

On April 11, McFarland again wrote Metcalf (Exhibit J-8): 

The Metropolitan people had but one set of the proofs at hand on Thursday. For 
very many reasons I feel that I am not misusing the English language in saymg that 
this outfit is simply extraordinary. Nothing but the roughest kmd of talk has pre- 
vented them from plunging in exactly the same way that was so disastrous previously. 

It will be observed from the foregoing letters and other corre- 
spondence in the same exhibit, that the •' Metropolitan people'^ were 
inclined to be rather independent, but finally were brought into the 
combination. 

Advance copies of the specifications were forwarded as requested by 
McFarland. With this and other advance information secured from 
the superintendent, these companies were able practically to control 
the bids on almost all of the blanks, especially those used in large 
quantities. The result of the combination was an advance in prices as 
desired. To illustrate: 
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Old bid, 
1899-1903. 



New bid, 
1908-1907. 



Thie J. Horace McFarland Company- 
Daily statement of stations 

Continuation sheets for domestic statement** 

Continuation sheets for international statements 

German card orders 

Receipts for domestic forms 

Press copy books 

Metropolitan Printing Company: 

Notices to payee of money order , 

Three items of belt checks 

Items from statement schedule 

Dunlap Printing Company: 

Ordinary money-order applications 

International money-order applications 

Remittance letters 

Letters of inquiry and second Advice 

Memorandums of remittances 

Registers, cash books, and record books 

Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company: 

Exchange lists under item 33 

International letter forms under item 59 

Duplicate advices of international orders 

Advertising placards 

Card index duplicate 

Special notices of repayment 

Registers furnished postmasters 



$1,225 
177 

2,805 
473 
224 

4,842 

576 

523 

12,385 

20,500 
2,139 
4,182 
441 
838 
18,609 

142 
70 
95 

260 

280 

388 

7,448 



$1,750 
324 
4,412 
1,037 
510 
6,747 

1,189 
1.312 
18,949 

26,650 

2,883 

5,476 

840 

1,500 

24,856 

429 
139 
165 
347 
440 
592 
9,611 



The following table sets forth the advance in cost of the items which 
would have been awarded these companies had Metcalf's recommenda- 
tions been followed (Exhibit G-5): 



Bidders. 


Num- 
ber of 
items. 


Cost under , ^.S^new" 
old contract., ^'*'^^i'd°®^ 


Net increase. 


Per 
cent. 


J. H. McFarland Company 


46 
76 
86 
33 


»13,586.82 1 $19,661.71 
18,746.87 27,773.96 
85,983,80 , 105,086.76 
10,443.69 1 13,810.14 


$6,074.89 
9,027.09 

19, 102. 96 
3,366.45 


44 7 


Metropolitan Printing Company 


48 1 


Dunlap Printing Company 


22 2 


Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company. 


32.2 


Total 


241 


128,761.18 166,332.57 


37,571.39 


29 1 







The preceding estimates are based upon the amount used during the 
period of the last contract. However, there would have been a great 
many more blanks used during the ensuing contract, because of the 
large increase in the money- order business of the countr^^ and the 
profits to these companies would have been correspondingly increased. 

It clearly appears that Metcalf was devoted to the interests of this 
combination. There were two other bidders, the Wilkens Printing 
Company, and the Guggenheimer Printing Company, that were lower 
on 37 items than any of the companies in the combination. On the 
aggregate of these items the two companies were $2,189.74 cheaper 
than the next lowest bidders. Metcalf, in forwarding the report of 
the committee on awards (Exhibit G-5), recommended, because of the 
small amount involved, that the bids from the Wilkens Printing Com- 
pany and the Guggenheimer Company be set aside and the awards 
given to the present contractors, stating: 

If set aaide, the awards would be about evenly divided between the Public Printer 
and the four remaining present reliable contractors. * * * I think that the inter- 
ests of the public service will be the better protected if the two bids referred to be 
dropped. 

When knowledge of this combination was brought to the attention 
of the Postmaster-General, he refused to approve the awards made to 
these four companies, and ordered a new letting. September 5 was 

S. Doc. 151 6 
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fixed as the date for opening new proposals. McFarland complained 
most bitterly of the Postmaster-General's action and declined to bid. 
The Metropolitan Companj^ resubmitted its old proposals, while the 
Dunlap Company and the Wynkoop Hallenbeek Crawford Company 
submitted new bids. The result was that the aggregate amount of 
the bids on the same items, in like quantities as referred to in the fore- 
going table, was 1131,916.12, a net decrease of $34,416.45. But this 
does not represent the entire saving to the Department, as the figures 
are based upon the amount used during the last four years. Upon the 
amounts estimated to be used during the next four 3 ears the figures 
are as follows: 

Cost at rates under 1 899-1903 contract $ 190, 307. 81 

Cost at rates under rejected bids 232, 628. 63 

Cost at rates under new bids, September 5 181, 504. 47 

Total decrease from rates of 1899-1903 contract 8,803.34 

Total decrease from rates of rejected bids 51, 124. 16 

It will be observed, therefore, that by rejecting the bids of this com- 
bination which Metcalf had fostered, the Department saved $51,124.16. 

The new proposal of the Dunlap Printing Company on the schedule 
covering money -order applications was 126,568.50 lower than its 
rejected bid; and that the Wynkoop Hallenbeek Crawford Company, 
$45,248.50 lower than its former bid. These figures cover all the 
items where comparisons are practicable, but not all the items called 
for under the advertisement. 

EXAMINATION OF SUPPLIES BEFORE SHIPMENT. 

The specifications provide that work shall be carefully inspected 
before shipment, but no examination seems to have been made other 
than that made by the company. The necessity for departmental 
scrutiny is indicated by correspondence with the posjtmaster at St. 
Louis, submitted herewith, marked " Exhibit J-12." 

From this it appears that the Dunlap Printing Company in filling 
requisitions for the money-order applications had been sending them 
out in blocks alleged to contain 250 blanks each. An inspection of a 
number of these packages by the St. Louis postmaster resulted in 
finding the number ranging as follows: 211, 228, 212, 216, 233, 23.0, 
199, 227, 225, 224, 227, an average of 221 forms to the block, or 12 per 
cent short of the number for which bill was rendered to the Depart- 
ment. It was also discovered after Metcalf s dismissal that shipments 
to the Department were also short, the blocks billed at 250 each aver- 
aging only 225. 

Under the present system of having the contractor ship direct with- 
out the inspection of representatives of the Department it is possible 
for short snipments to be made, as the postmasters throughout the 
country, as a rule, would rarely count and verify supplies 01 this kind 
when furnished, but accept the count as correct. 

Paper and printing of an inferior quality also can be furnished 
because the postmasters know nothing of the requirements of the 
Department, and if they did few of them would have the technical 
knowledge necessary to determine whether such shipments complied 
with the specifications. 
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$500 IMPROPERLY PAID. 

It appears that in April, 1900, a bill for $500 was rendered by the 
American Accounting Company, of Chicago, 111., for infringement in 
the adoption of the current duplicate monej^-order and advice form. 
If this company had a legitimate claim for infringement upon its form, 
such claim is amply covered hj the following article of the contract of 
1899-1903 (Exhibit J-11), which provides that the contractor shall — 

keep harmless and fully indemnify the United States and any of its officers or agents 
from and for all damages or claims for damages, costs, or expenses in law or equity 
that may at any time arise or be set up for any infringement of the patent right or 
copyright of any person or persons in consequence of the use by the Post-Ofl5ce 
Department, or by any of its officers or agents, of any blanks, blank books, paper, 

grinted or lithographed matter of any kind described m the specifications attached 
ereto and furnished by the contractor under this contract. 

Why the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company should not have 
been required to fulfill that part of the provisions of its contract does 
not appear. Upon Metcalf's approval, the Auditor for the Post- 
Office JDepartment authorized the payment of the claim, and it was 
not charged to the account of the company as the contract authorized. 

CONCLUSION. 

Metcalf entered the postal service on February 4, 1882. He became 
Superintendent of the Money Order System on September 16, 1897. 
The securing of employment for his son from a contractor that fur- 
nished money-order supplies was highly improper. 

The scheme of having the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Companv 
mail the money-order forms direct from their factory originated with 
Metcalf, as it was suggested to a representative of the company by 
him. He recommended that the price first be fixed at 3i cents and 
afterwards that it be raised to 5i cents. 

From the date of this contract for mailing the books, his son received 
1^ cents on every book shipped, which amounted to more than three 
times his regular wages. The payment of this money to his son was 
doubtless the motive that induced Metcalf to change the system of 
mailing. 

The discontinuing the use of the large-size books, upon which the 
Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Company's bid was the lowest, within 
sixty daj^s after the contract became effective, and confining orders 
almost wholly to the 200-f onn size upon which their bid was higher than 
that of the competing firm, was without justification and apparently for 
no other purpose than to increase the commission to his son and the 
profits to the company at the expense of the Department. 

The payment of $500 to the American Accounting Company seems 
to have been a voluntary gratuity to the Wynkoop Hallenbeck Craw- 
ford Company and in direct violation of the terms of the contract. 

His collusion with the four principal bidders in their combination 
to advance prices would, if carried out, have resulted in an increased 
cost of money-order supplies for the contract period of over $50,000. 
This ti^ansaction alone would have justified his removal from oflSce. 

On October 5, 1903, J. T. Metcalf, N. R. Metcalf, and H. C. Hal- 
lenbeck were indicted by the Federal gi-and jury of the District of 
Columbia for conspiracy to defraud the Government (Exhibits G-7 
and G-8). 
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DIVISION OF FREE-DELIVERY. 

Many charges were made against A. W. Machen, general superin- 
tendent of the Division of Free-Delivery; and while of a serious char- 
acter, they were vague and indefinite as to facts. It was therefore 
determined to make a systematic investigation of the division, begin- 
ning with Machen's appointment as superintendent. The supervision 
of this work was assigned to Inspector M. C. Fosnes, who has been 
assisted by from 10 to 20 inspectors, as the necessiU" of the case 
required. Mr. Fosnes's report is submitted herewith (Exhibit L). 

Before considering in detail Machen's administration of the Division 
of Free- Delivery, it may be well to refer briefly to his record prior to 
his appointment. He first entered the postal service as a clerK in the 
registry division of the Toledo, Ohio, post-ofBce in 1886; in March, 
1887, he was appointed assistant postmaster. George E. Lorenz, whose 
name will be frequently mentioned in this report, was at that time 
postmaster. 

On July 31, 1890, Lorenz and Machen retired from the postal serv- 
ice as a result of a political change in the national administration. 
Machen then engaged in private business; but was unsuccessful, hav- 
ing lost what money he may have invested. In 1893, without income 
or employment, he came to Washington in the hope of securing some 
kind of a Federal position under President Cleveland's second adminis- 
tration. 

On May 6, 1893, he was appointed as assistant superintendent of 
Free-Delivery, and on September 16 following he was made superin- 
tendent. At that time he was a bankrupt financially, with numerous 
judgments recorded against him. He was not only a bankrupt, but 
his reputation for business integrity was bad. When he left Toledo 
he borrowed from friends large sums of money, for a man of his 
financial station, upon the representation that he needed means to 
move his family to W ashington, promising to repay these loans out of 
the first salary that he received. None of them was paid, except a 
few where the lenders became so importunate that Machen thought it 
wise to satisfy them. He seems to have been a persistent borrower, 
even after he came to Washington. Various fraudulent representa- 
tions were made to secure loans from friends, and upon one occasion 
he even resorted to forgery (Exhibit Lr-l). Financial obligations 
rested lightly upon him. He never paid a debt except from motives 
of policy. Moral responsibility seemed to have no weight with him. 

While assistant postmaster at Toledo (Exhibit L-1) some money 
lenders were making loans to clerks in the office at exorbitant rates of 
interest. It appears that Machen, who had charge of payment of 
salaries, arranged with these usurers to insure settlement of these 
loans for a percentage of their profits, and at the end of the month 
would keep out of the clerks' pay the amount due and settle with the 
brokers, retaining his share of the profits. 

James M. Brown was postmaster at Toledo when Machen came to 
Washington. Being anxious to hold the office until the expimtion of 
his commission, he suggested to Machen that if he could help him and 
the " rest of the boys," meaning his subordinates, to hold their places 
until the four-year term expired it would be appreciated. Shortly 
afterwards Brown received a request from Machen to pay a note for 
him at a Toledo bank, amounting to $400. Brown called the clerks 
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toffether, told them of Machen's request, and suggested that it prob- 
ably would be wise to comply. They apportioned the amount accord- 
ing to the salary of each and took up the note. No part of this money 
was ever repaia except $75, which was forced out or Machen by J. C 
Rike, one of the clerks. After Rike had left the post-office he impor- 
tuned Machen so persistently, both in person and through his Member 
of Congress, that Machen finally sent $75 to Brown, which was divided 
among the contributors. 

Exhibit L-1 sets forth in detail the story of numerous personal 
friends from whom Machen borrowed money m amounts running from 
$50 to $500 each, and with few exceptions none of these loans was 
paid. Numerous and urgent necessities were alleged in his appeals to 
friends for loans and all kinds of promises made as to prompt payment 
when due; but when the debt was once incurred he apparently dis- 
missed all further thought of it from his mind. When an obligation 
was paid it was usually brought about by the indignant lender bringing 
to bear some political pressure which Machen did not think it wise to 
resist. 

As has been said, Machen was appointed in the Free-Delivery Serv- 
ice May 6, 1893. He was dismissed May 27 last. It will be observed, 
therefore, that his service in the Department covered a period of ten 
years. The story of his official record is an interesting study, and 
probably has no parallel in the history of the postal service. 

During the first years of Machen's service in the Department he 
frequently asserted to friends that he had oil stocks and other property 
in Ohio that were yielding him a large income. But the most careful 
inquiry by the inspectors lias demonstrated that he had no property of 
any kind when he came to Washington. 

He is a man of resources and of strong personality. When he became 
the superintendent of the Division of Free-Delivery^ he at once 
assumed the position of an independent bureau officer. He had not 
been in office tnirty days before he began to write members of Congress 
and Senators inviting them to call at his office to discuss various kinds 
of departmental business. For a period of ten years, with unusual 
skill, ne ingratiated himself into the confidence and good graces of 
influential public men. 

An examination of his correspondence during the Cleveland Admin- 
istration shows that he posed at that time as a strong and aggressive 
Democrat, frequently injecting political remarks into letters of an 
official character. But during the closing days of that Administration 
he very skillfully shifted, and after the 4th of March, 1897, became 
greatly interested in the welfare of the McKinlev Administration. He 
acquired new associates, and was quite successful in establishing inti- 
mate relations with men who were influential at the White House. 

No story can give so clear an idea of Machen's methods of adminis- 
tration as a simple statement of facts as shown by the records and 
collected from the sworn testimony of men who had business relations 
with the branch of the service under his management. 

carriers' straps. 

As before stated, Machen was appointed superintendent of Free- 
Delivery on September 16, 1893. On September 20, four days later, 
he wrote the First Assistant Postmaster-General, recommending that 
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leather straps be substituted for twine used by letter-carriers in tying 
up mail arranged for delivery upon their routes. Machen stated that 
the straps could be had for 10 cents each (Exhibit L-3); that their use 
would be much more economical than twine, and he proposed that a 
supply of them be purchased. Following out this recommendation 
the First Assistant Postmaster-General, on November 26, ordered 3,240 
straps from George D. Lamb, of New Haven, Conn. Three sizes 
were included in this order, the price being 12^, 15, and 17i cents per 
strap, respectively. And on December 6, just 10 da^^s later, an addi- 
tional order for 15,000 straps, signed by Machen himself, was given. 
And this has continued for a period of nearly 10 years, until about 
1,000,000 straps have been furnished at an aggregate cost of $137,217. 39. 
No competitive bids for straps were ever requested, and no other strap 
than that made by Lamb has been used. 

The use of straps was pushed with great vigor. They were sent out 
to postmasters throughout the country, without requisition or notice, 
ana in far greater q^uantities than were needed. At one time when 
Machen was absent m the West, the acting superintendent of Free- 
Delivery, evidently not understanding his purpose, wrote him: 

Postmasters at small oflBces, commencing with A, are flooding us with inquiries 
about the straps they are receiving and of which they have received no information. 

In the inspection blank for post-offices, at Machen's request, the 
question was asked: "Are (carriers using straps furnished them for 
routing their mail?" 

In his letter of September 20, 1893, recommending the use of straps, 
he estimated that $1,750 would cover the total annual expenditure for 
that purpose; but tne record shows that from their adoption to the 
date of Machen's removal they have cost the Department over $14,000 
a year. 

The above refers to "tie straps," or those used by the carriers in 
fastening together mail for delivery on their routes. 

SHOULDER STRAPS. 

In the free-delivery service there is also used a strap which goes 
over the shoulder of the carrier and is attached to his satchel. This 
is a part of the satchel and will be treated in detail later under the 
subject of carriers' satchels. But, beginning with August, 1894, these 
straps were bought from George D. Lamb. And during the succeed- 
ing years Machen ordered 90,303, at a cost of 39^ cents each, making 
a total expenditure for this purpose of $35,669.71. The entire num- 
ber of the two varieties of straps used under Machen's administration, 
as nearly as can be ascertained by the departmental records, was 
1,052,211, costing $172,887.10. The accounts of the manufacturer, 
however, show a consumption of 20,000 more, at a cost of $3,338.88, 
makiog a total expenditure for straps during the nine and one-half 
years of $176,225.98. The departmental records have not been per- 
fectly kept, and it is believed that the manufacturer's record is the 
more nearly accurate. 

The metnod of payment for these articles varied. For a number of 
years the tie straps were paid for direct by postmasters to whom they 
were sent, and credit was taken for such disbursements in their quar- 
terly accounts. During the last four years payments have been made 
by Departmental warrants. Tie straps, by Machen's order, have been 
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sent by the manufacturer, in large quantities, direct to postmasters; 
and also many thousands of them in bulk to the Department. That 
Machen was determined to use this particular strap regardless of its 
cost or desirability to postmasters or carriers, is shown by the follow- 
ing correspondence. 
J uly 24, 1897, the postmaster at Worcester, Mass. , wrote (Exhibit L) : 

Referring to the authorization dated July 14, just received from your office, to pay 
George D. Lamb, New York, N. Y., 12^ cents each for 300 No. 1 carriers' straps, 15 
cents each for 150 No. 2 straps, and 17i cents each for 100 No. 3, I beg leave to ask 
your attention to my letter of May 29, 1897, and to suggest that at the prices above 
quoted the cost of these straps would be $77.50. At the prices mentioned in my let- 
ter above referred to, the same number of straps of the several sizes could be sup- 
plied here at the cost of $39.25, the latter straps being also in my judgment, and in 
that of my carriers who have used both, more serviceable and convenient in use. 

The reply to this letter, initialed by Machen, is as follows: 

Replying to yours of the 24th ultimo, I have to say that the straps for this year 
were purchased of Mr. George U. Lamb, in accordance with contract with this office. 

This bold statement is made in the face of the fact that no contract 
had ever been entered into with Lamb. They w^ere still purchased 
under the guise of experimental service, the price being fixed by 
verbal agreement between Machen and Lamb. 

On May 11, 1899, W. D. Stinson, postmaster at Augusta, Me., 
wrote: 

Previous to my coming to this office verbal instructions were given to the carriers 
that they must not use ruober bands, but should use straps, in making up mail. * * * 
The use of them is attended with considerable ani^oyance and inconvenience. 
* * * Recently I received a peremptory order in one of your letters that these 
rubber bands must not be used, but that straps should be used exclusively. * * * 
In talking w ith the carriers yesterday they signified entire readiness to pay from 
their own pockets for rubber bands if they might be allowed to use them, and easily 
showed me that the use of straps would take away considerable aggregate time from 
their work. * * * I would rather really pay for the bands myself than to lose 
the time necessary in making up the mail. 

To this letter no reply was made. 

The question naturally arises, Why were these straps forced upon 
postmasters against their protest and at excessive prices ? The cause 
18 revealed in the following story: 

George D. Lamb, from whom the straps were bought originally, 
died about three years ago, and with him is buried the secret of the 
ori^n of his business with the Department. His widow inherited the 
business, and the active financial management of the same was placed 
in the hands of her son, George B. B. Lamb, a reputable lawyer of 
New York City. 

George D. Lamb did business with the Department direct. Nowhere 
in the correspondence or in any of the business transactions is there 
any allusion to an a^ent or representative of any kind, in Washington 
or elsewhere. But it appears that a man named W. C. Long quietly 
appeared at regular intervals at Mr. Lamb's office and collected a spe- 
cific sum of money. This is the same Long who, through the friend- 
ship of Louis, secured the contract for inking-pads in 1898. The story 
is told by George B. B. Lamb, the son, as follows (Exhibit L-5): 

I am a practicing attorney in the city of New York, and the only son of George 
B. Lamb, the patentee and proprietor of the strap that has been in use for a number 
of years by the Post- Office Department, known as the Lamb National strap. My 
iather died on March 21, 1900. During his lifetime he had on one occasion intro- 
duced me to a man named W. C. Long. This introduction occurred several years 
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before my father's death, in my father's ofSce. At that time my father told me that 
he was paying Mr. Long 2i cents per strap for the straps furnished the Post-Office 
Department. He did not say exactly what his relations with Mr. Long were, nor 
why he paid this i>ercentage. My best recollection is that I saw Long only at one 
time other than this at my fathers office, possibly a year later; that is, during my 
father's lifetime. Shortly after my father died Long called upon me, I should say 
about July, 1900. He said to me, ** You know I have been representing your father 
in Washington, and I suppose that you want me to continue in the same capacity for 
you." I told him I would think it over. 

My mother has inherited the business of my father by his will, and I told her of 
this interview and she left the matter to my judgment. I did not know what the 
connection was between mv father and Mr. Long, nor what Mr. Long's connection 
was in Washington, but I felt that I ought to continue the payments to him because 
I feared that in some way or other, if I did not do so, we would not be called upon 
to furnish any more straps to the Post-Office Department. I did not get this impres- 
sion from anything that ne told me or anything that he did, but it was in a sense of 
self-protection that I decided to continue the payments to Mr. Long. * * * 

Some time along in the early part of 1901, at Mr. Long's second visit to me, he said 
he thought he ought to have 5 cents on the shoulder straps, that my father had 
agreed ^ that, but I told him that 1 could not do anything of the sort, and we finally 
compromised on 4 cents on the shoulder straps from then on. 

The above was related by Mr. Lamb frankly. He believed that his 
father felt he had a meritoriouH article and that he yielded to the 
necesnity of conditions to secure its adoption by the Department. But 
it should be said to the credit of Mr. George B. R Lamb, and 
Mr. James Beveridge, the present manager of the business, that, 
unlike most of the dealers encountered in the course of this investiga- 
tion, they stated frankly to the inspectors, w^ithout hesitation, appar- 
ently all thev knew about the tiansaction of their company with the 
departmental officers. According to the most accurate estimate that 
can be given, the Department has purchased about 1,100,000 of these 
straps, for which Lamb paid Long contributions aggregating about 
$30,000. 

The W. C. Long refei-red to was formerly a laborer in the Supply 
Division of the Post-Office Department, with compensation at $660 per 
annum. In August, 1893, he resigned and became, ostensibly, an insur- 
ance agent; but he has done little business in tnat line, and had no 
other known occupation; yet, in one bank in this city, during the last 
three and a half years, he has deposited in his pergonal account about 
$36,000. 

During the fiscal year 1902 he collected from the Lamb firm alone 
$9,140.22. A part of this money has been traced directly into the 
hands of Machen, and the inspectors have evidence that Machen received 
60 per cent of the gross amount paid. Long and Machen have been 
indicted (Exhibit L-6) b}" the Federal grand jury in the District of 
Columbia, together with a man named Stern, for conspiracy to defraud 
in connection with these transactions; and much of the evidence 
which would otherwise be submitted as exhibits with this report is in 
the hands of the district attorney to be used in the trial of the criminal 
cases that have been instituted. 

carriers' satchels. 

The satchels in which the carrier's mail is deposited for delivery 
upon his route are purchased by the Department under contracts run- 
nmg for a period of four years. These contracts are signed by the 
Postmaster- General, one copv is retained in the Department, one given 
to the contmctor, and one liled with the Auditor for the Post-Office 
Department. 
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BOYLE CONTRACT. 

On June 25, 1894, a contract was executed with John Boyle & Com- 

Sany, of New York, for furnishing these satchels for four years from 
uly 1, 1894. The strap which suspends the satchel from the carrier's 
shoulder was made by the specifications a part of the satchel, to be 
furnished by the contractor. There were four varieties of satchels, 
prices being $1.93, $1.98, $2.75, and $2.75. 

Boyle & Company's contract became operative July 1, 1894. The 
first order given for satchels was August 7; then six others, as follows: 
August 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, and 16. These orders were filled according 
to the specifications of the contract, Boyle & Company furnishing the 
satchels with straps. 

On August 18 a letter bearing Machen's initials was addressed to 
Boyle & Company, which reads as follows: 

I have instructed George D, Lamb, of New Haven, Conn., to ship you 500 of his 
shoulder straps for satchels. Please attach these to the 500 satchels ordered from 
your shop, that they may be thoroughly tested. 

In reply to the above letter Boyle & Company, August 21, said: 

Are we to understand that the same are to be used upon all satchels ordered and 
furnished without regard to number or destination after receiving the straps, and if 
so shall we notify the Department where the same have been sent, so that reports of 
results can be called for? 

On August 18, the same day that Machen wrote Boyle & Company, 
he also wrote George D. Lamb, instructing him to forward 500 shoul- 
der straps to Boyle & Company. This was the beginning of the 
shoulder-strap deat between Lamb and Machen, referred to previously. 
These straps were '' tested" continuously for nine years, until Machen 
was removed from office. 

Again, on November 19, Boyle & Company telegraphed: 

Your telegram ordering us to use the shoulder straps sent by George D. Lamb 
received. Your orders will have our best attention. 

And on Januar}^ 4, 1895, Boyle & Co. again telegraphed: 

Shall we furnish satchels with regular straps or wait for Lamb's? 

And as late as July 30, 1897, they wrote: 

It is very necessary for us to know whether you are going to furnish us with the 
new straps w^hich we have been putting on the bags for the last two years. * * * 
Please let us know at once what we are going to do about the matter. 

The only reply to the last letter was an order to Lamb to ship 3,000 
shoulder straps to Bo^^le & Company. 

During the life of the Boyle contract 20,784 shoulder straps were 
sent him, for which the Department paid 18,199.69. No deduction 
was ever made from Boyle & Company's bills on account of having 
been relieved from furnishing the straps; and Boyle states (Exhibit 
L-7) that he never was asked to make an}^ reduction. 

At this time Long and Machen were receiving only 2i cents each 
from Lamb for these straps. The Department, therefore, was mulcted 
in the amount of $8,199.69, that Machen and Long might receive 
1519.30. 

STERN CONTRACT. 

The contract with Boyle & Company expired June 30, 1898, and 
bids were again requested for the supply of satchels for a period of 
four years from that date. A committee was appointed by the Post- 
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master-General' to open the bids and award the contract. This com- 
mittee consisted of A. W. Machen, T. B. Marche, his chief clerk, and 
D. P. Leibhardt, father of his stenographer. There were five bidders, 
one of whom was Boyle & Company. Upon the recommendation of 
this committee the contract was given to Leopold J. Stern, of Balti- 
more, who was not a manufacturer of leather goods, but a dealer in 
slate goods and plumbers' supplies. 

Stern was a young man of limited means. The specifications called 
for a satchel with leather strap, minutely described. Boyle & Com- 
pany, in their bid, offered to furnish satchels with a regular strap at 
specific j)rices, or to equip them with another strap for 8 cents addi- 
tional, this strap having a patented buckle which made it slightl}^ more 
expensive. 

The contract, as recommended by the committee, was awarded to 
Stern and executed June 17, 1898. It provided that he should furnish 
satchels with straps attached. Yet, on June 16, one day before, an 
order was sent to George D. Lamb to ship 6,000 shoulder straps to 
Leopold J. Stern, of Baltimore, Md. And thus Stern was relieved of 
furnishing the straps, in violation of the specific terms of his contract, 
even before the contract was executed. ISo deduction was ever made 
from his bills to the Department during the four years of the contract. 

Machen stated that Stern was relieved from supplying these shoulder 
straps because of an advance in the price of leather, incident to the 
Spanish- American war; that Stern complained that he was losing 
money on the contract, and in a spirit of generosity the Department 
relieved him of furnishing the straps. The recora, however, shows 
that the specifications upon which Stern preparec his bid were not 
sent him until May 7. And his bid was not submitted until May 25, 
at which time war had been in progress more than a month, and the 
battle of Manila had been fought. 

It further appears that one day previous to the execution of the con- 
tract, and a week before an order was given for satchels. Lamb was 
ordered to ship 6,000 straps to Stern, at Baltimore. Stern stated (Ex- 
hibit L-10) that he was relieved from furnishing the straps by George 
M. Allen, chief clerk to the First Assistant Postmaster-General, and 
Thomas B. Marche, chief clerk to Machen. Both of these men are 
dead, and it is easy to attribute any statement to them; but the claim 
that these two subordinate clerks could change or modify a contract 
executed by the Postmaster-General is so manifestly ridiculous that it 
needs no refutation. 

Stern, during the period of his contract, was supplied with 55,700 
shoulder straps at a cost to the Department of $22,001.50. During a 
part of this time Lamb paid Long 2^ cents each as bonus on straps. 
But afterwards, during tne latter part of the contract, he was required 
to pay 4 cents each. This, however, was not all of the interest Long 
ana lilachen had in Stern's contract. The value of the straps required 
by the specifications is estimated at 25 cents each, which, on the 
55,700 that Stern was relieved from furnishing, would amount to 
$13,925. There is evidence (Exhibit L) that Stern paid Long during 
two and a half years of the period of this contract at least $5,662.63, 
and that this amount was divided between Long and Machen. So 
that during the Stern contract Long and Machen not only received a 
commission from Lamb on the straps furnished, but were also paid 
by Stern for the straps which they furnished him. And the Depart- 
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ment was defrauded out of $22,001.50 by thfese three men. Long 
does not claim to have been an agent of Stern in any way, directly or 
indirectly. 

INFERIOR GOODS. 

The loss to the public service by this conspiracy of Stern, Long, 
and Machen, is not measured by the direct loss of $22,001.50. The 
satchels furnished by Stern were of a cheap and inferior grade. 

On September 26, 1898, the postmaster at Covington, Ky., wrote: 

I have received and paid for 6 carriers' satchels from contractor Stern, of Baltimore. 

* * * All of these satchels seem to be of an extremely worthless character, 
being made apparentl]^ of sheepskin. * * * Would like to have you forward me, 
through some responsible contractor, 6 good ones. 

September 30, 1898, the postmaster at Davenport, Iowa, wrote: 

I have to report the receipt this day of 6 leather satchels from Leopold J. Stern, of 
Baltimore, Md. I would respectfully say that these satchels are of a very inferior 
quality. 

October 14, the postmaster at Chicago, wrote: 

A number of collectors' satchels have been received at this office from Leopold J. 
Stem, the manufacturer, at Baltimore. Some of them have been put in use recently, 
and complaint is already made of imperfections in their construction. * * * The 
satchels will not be serviceable unless the workmanship on the balance is better than 
on those that have already been put into use. It occurs to me that possibly the 
satchels may not be exactly according to specifications, and have therefore deemed 
it proper to call attention to the matter. 

Machen, being engaged in a criminal conspiracy with this contractor 
to defraud the Government, was not in a position to require him to 
comply with the specifications of the contract, and as a result worth- 
less goods were put upon the Department. Machen, Stern, and Long 
were indicted on July 31, 1903, by the Federal grand jury in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for conspiracy to defraud; a copy of the indictment 
is submitted herewith (Exhibit L-6). 

CRAWFORD CONTRACT. 

On June 30, 1902, the contract with Stern expired and a new con- 
tract was entered into ^or a period of four years from that date with 
the Postal Device and Lock Company, of New York, represented by 
William G. Crawford, of Washington, D. C. 

Crawford was the deputy auditor for the Post-Office Department 
under the last Cleveland Administration, serving from June 12, 1893, 
to September 15, 1897. Since that time he has lived in Washington, 
his business apparently being that of a departmental attorney or lobby- 
ist. As deputy auditor he became familiar with the affairs of the 
Post-Office Department and intimately acquainted with Machen. 

The specifications for satchels upon which bids were received for 
this contract were the same as under the two previous contracts, and 
the description of the shoulder sti^ap to be furnished with the satchel 
exactly the same as formerly. Previously the satchels had been of 
leather, but inserted in the specifications this time was the following 
vague and ambiguous paragraph: 

Proposals to furnish satchels of other material than those specified in these speci- 
fications will be considered if it is shown that the materials are better adapted for 
satchels used in the Free-Delivery Service. 

Nine bids were received, all but one for leather goods as advertised. 
This paragraph, which did not attract the attention of anyone but 



Digitized by 



Google 



88 INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEFT. 

Crawford, proved to be an important provision in the specifications, 
and was doubtless placed there for a purpose. 
Crawford, of the Postal Device and Lock Company, submitted a 

f)roposal to furnish satchels made of "pe^amoid^' or '^fabricoid" 
eather. This "pegamoid" or ''fabricoid'' is an English patented 
process by which cotton duck or other materials are coated with a 
waterproof substance in imitation of leather. It is waterproof, and 
is used by the Navy Department as a covering for cushions used on 
vessels. It is not so expensive nor is it so durable as leather. 

The committee that year was composed of John D. King, employed 
in the rural delivery service, who at that time had great confidence in 
Machen; Emanuel Speich, a subordinate clerk in Machen's oflSce, and 
who is now one of his bondsmen in the criminal cases that are pending 
against him; and James E. Bell, superintendent of carriers of the 
Washington City post-oflSce. This committee, after examining the 
merits of the ''pegamoid" satchels submitted by Crawford, recom- 
mended that he be given the contract, and on June 25 it was awarded 
him at the following prices: Class A, $2.19; Class B, $3.16; Class C, 
$3.15. Thus a contract was entered into for a period of four years to 
supply carriers' satchels made from an untried coated cloth, at prices 
higher than had been paid for leather satchels under former contracts. 
It IS presumed none of the other bidders thought that satchels made 
from this material would be accepted by the Department, since thej 
submitted bids only for leather satchels. The inspectors when investi- 
gating this case secured figures on satchels made of this material from 
three of the firms that had bid at this letting, and the prices oflered 
were $1.16i, $1.75, and $1.79,respectively,on the ''A" satchel, for which 
Crawford received $2.19. No effort seems to have been made by the 
committee to get bids from other manufacturers on cloth satchels, but 
under the vague paragraph in the advertisement heretofore referred 
to, the contract was awarded to Crawford. 

This pegamoid satchel has not proven a success. The coating wears 
off* easily and it can not be successfully repaired. On an average they 
last about half as long as the leather satchels. 

Three days before the bids were opened an agreement was entered 
into between Crawford and George E. Lorenz, of Toledo, Ohio, 
whereby Lorenz was to receive all profits from the proposed contract 
in excess of 25 cents per satchel, in consideration of which Lorenz 
"agrees to give the said party of the first part all his best efforts and 
services toward securing the award to the said party of the first 
part," etc. 

After the contract had been awarded to Crawford, but before any 
satchels were ordered, another agreement was made between Lorenz 
and Crawford and substituted for the original one. This last agree- 
ment provides: 

That the said George E. Lorenz, party of the second part, is to have the exehisive 
right to furnish or cause to be furnished to the said Postal Device and Lock Company 
from time to time * * * all shoulder straps used or required to be used under 
and by virtue of said contract of June 25, 1902. * * * That the said Postal 
Device and Lock Company, party of the first part, shall pay over to the said George 
E. Lorenz, party of the second part, the sum of 45 cents for each **A'* bag or satchel, 
the sum of $1.19 for each "B" bag or satchel, and the sum of 84 cents for each **C*' 
bag or satchel. 

The straps cost 39^ cents each, so it will be seen that Lorenz was to 
receive, in addition to the full value of the strap, a large part of the 
profits on the satchel. 
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The first order given to the new contractor b}'^ Machen was for 5,000 
satchels, Class B, for which $15,800 was paid by departmental war- 
rant October 15, 1902. On October 21 Crawford drew a draft for 
$5,441.35 in favor of George E. I^renz, of Toledo, Ohio, as his share 
of this warmnt under the terms of their agreement. Lorenz depos- 
ited this draft on October 24, and on the next day remitted drafts 
amounting to $1,400 to Machen, and a draft, payable to bearer, for 
$1,465.34 to Crawford, which draft was cashed at the Bank of New 
York, New York, on November 7, in a very singular and unusual 
way, being without indorsement. The same day that this " bearer" 
draft was cashed Crawford made a cash deposit of $1,465 at the 
United States Mortgage and Trust Company, New York, N. Y., the 
entire proceeds of the draft, less 34 cents. Other payments were 
made on the contract on December 20, 1902; January 15 and March 
17, 1903, in sums of $5,481.51, $3,337.02, and $2,374.74, respectively; 
and similar remittances were made to Crawford and Machen 
(Exhibit L). 

An analysis of their bank accounts shows that the money which was 
paid to Lorenz was subdivided between Lorenz, Machen, and Craw- 
ford. Machen and Lorenz each received 37i per cent,, and Crawford 
25 per cent (Exhibit L). 

The Postal Device and Lock Company was financed by Spencer 
Trask, of New York, a wealthy banker of that city. Crawford in 
some way made his acquaintance and induced him to furnish funds for 
the promotion of this company. 

Under the provisions of the first agreement entered into between 
Lorenz and Crawford, the company was to receive a net profit of 25 
cents per satchel, after which Lorenz would have received the remain- 
der, whatever it might be. Crawford was paid a salary by the com- 
pany (Exhibit L-14), so that if there was any profit in the contract the 
company was safe. After the contract was awarded, however, Craw- 
ford and Lorenz fixed up another agreement in lieu of the one already 
entered into by which Lorenz was to receive a stipulated sum per 
satchel, regardless of the profits of the compan}^, and Lorenz agreed 
to furnish the straps. To make this proposition interesting to Craw- 
ford, Lorenz seems to have agreed to pay him personally one-quarter 
of the bonus, and the company which Crawford was supposed to 
represent had to take its chances of getting something out of what 
was left after the cost of manufacture was paid. 

The straps were never furnished by Lorenz; but by Machen's order 
the Lamb strap was furnished as usual and paid for by departmental 
warrant at 39^ cents each. Crawford, as representative of the com- 
pany, paid Lorenz for the straps, and also gave him an additional 
bonus on every satchel. Lorenz paid Crawford personally one-quarter 
of the entire amount he received and then gave Machen half of what 
remained. Lamb, in the meantime, was paj^ing to Long and Machen 
a bonus of 4 cents on each strap. 

This was probably the most skillful and complex scheme invented 
by any of the '' postal grafters." It consisted of a double conspiracy; 
first, Lorenz and Machen conspired with Crawford to defraud the 
Government out of the price of the straps; then Crawford conspired 
with Machen and Lorenz to defraud his own company out of the prof- 
its of the manufacture of the satchels; while on the side was Long and 
Machen with their 4-cent "graft" on straps. 
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Machen's methods were progressive. They developed with time. 
During the life of the contract with Boyle & Co. he received only a 

gercentage from Lamb on the straps. When Stern had the contract 
e received not only a percentage on the straps but a bonus from Stern 
for furnishing them, while. from Crawford he received a percentage 
on the straps from Lamb, also the price of the strap from Crawford, 
and in addition to this part of the profits on the manufacture of the 
satchel itself. What his next move would have been it is diflBcult to 
conjecture. 

On July 31, 1903, Machen, Crawford, George E. Lorenz, and Martha 
J. Lorenz were indicted by the Federal grand jury in the District of 
Columbia for conspiracy to defraud (Exhibit L-17). 

RUNKLE CONTRACT. 

In the award for 1902, the furnishing of the satchels was divided 
between two conti-actors, classes A, B, and C going to the Postal 
Device and Lock Company, and classes D and E to Maurice Runkle, 
of New York. 

The straps were furnished to Runkle the same as they had been to 
Boyle, Stern, and Crawford. The arrangement between Runkle and 
Machen was similar to that between Stern and Machen, except that 
Long does not appear as an intermediary. The business seems to have 
been done direct between Machen and Kunkle. Runkle was relieved 
from furnishing straps the same as the other contractors had been. 
The relations between Machen and Runkle, however, will be discussed 
in detail hereafter in connection with other transactions. 

The straps for eight years were sent direct by Lamb to the con- 
tractors. But in 1902, at the time when the Crawford contract became 
effective, the}^ were ordered shipped direct from Lamb to the Depart- 
ment, and from the Department they were shipped back to the satchel 
manufacturers at New York and Hartford. 

What the purpose was in changing the method of shipment does 
not appear; but doubtless Machen thought it would be the more secure 
way to handle the business, considering the ramifications of his deals 
with Crawford and Lorenz. 

The minimum amoimt of money actually stolen by the shoulder- 
strap swindle is $35,669.71; but the loss to the Department was far in 
excess of that, because goods of inferior grade were furnished in order 
to enable the contractors to make excessive profits, so that they would 
be able to divide liberally with Machen and his confederates. 

GROFF FASTENERS. 

The Grofl fastener is a patented device for attaching street letter 
boxes to posts. The original method of attaching was by two iron 
bands with threaded ends encircling the post and passing through 
holes in the back of the box. Nuts were screwed upon the bands 
inside the box so as to draw it up firmly against the post. Contract- 
ors for street letter boxes were required k) furnish these bands with 
the box. Postmaster-General John Wanamaker executed the contract 
on March 3, 1893, which contained this provision : 

Said boxes to be lettered, painted, and crated, and all necessary bands for fasten- 
ing the said letter boxes to posts to accompany same. 
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This system worked satisfactorily for thirty years. The record 
does not show that the Department suffered any inconvenience there- 
from. 

Samuel A. Groff*, a police officer in Washington with a ^'tinkering 
turn," invented a special contrivance on which he secured a patent in 
Maj", 1894, consisting of two matched iron cleats, one to be bolted to 
the box and the other to the post. The cleats are joined by sliding 
one over the other in a groovea socket, and are fastened securely by 
a locking spring. 

Before the patent was secured, however, Groff consulted Machen, 
who, on November 22, 1893, furnished him two boxes for the purpose 
of perfecting the device. Nothing of record further appears until 
July 5, 1895, when the postmaster at Washington was directed to pay 
$1,500 for 1,000 Groff fasteners, and, as a result, the street letter boxes 
of that city were equipped with the device. On September 14 follow- 
ing, 2,000 fasteners were ordered for Philadelphia, at a cost of $3,000; 
2,000 were sent to New York in February next, and 2,800 to Chicago 
on June 30, 1896. No contract was ever executed by the Department 
for these fasteners. All purchases have been made as the result of a 
verbal arrangement between Machen and the Groffs. 

That this method of attaching letter boxes was not a necessity, nor 
even desired by the postmasters in many of the large cities, is clearly 
demonstrated. 

On July 30, 1896, the postmaster at Boston, Mass., commenting upon 
the Groff fastener, said: 

First. Its mechanism is such that no matter how securely its component parts may 
be attached to a box and post, or wall, still it will be shaky, for there is considerable 
play between the two sections of the fastener which can not be overcome. 

Second. Its form is such that whether attached to a flat or curved surface it keeps 
the box away from same, and consequently there is no back support to steady the 
box in the least. 

Third. Its mode of attachment is such as to weaken the box, in my opinion, for the 
strain will come in a direct line through its center, which must be pierced by three 
holes. * * * 

Fourth. With the straps now used it is unnecessary to do any drilling in attaching 
to a post, but with the new device such would be absolutely necessary. * * * 

Fifth. The expense in putting up a box equipped with this device would be much 
greater than with the straps now in use. * * * 

In closing I wouJd state that if this fastener is adopted and ordered in use by the 
Department, then some method should be devised for plugging the four holes now 
found in the back of all boxes; others\'ise in stormy weather the contents would 
undoubtedly be damaged. 

The postmaster at Cleveland, Ohio, on May 19, 1896, wrote: 

I take it that the use of these adjustments is calculated by the Department to pro- 
tect the mails from the rain^nd weather, but I beg to advise you that we have had 
in this city no trouble on account of rain and weather, and no complaints of any 
kind have been made that mail in the boxes has been injured or soiled by the 
weather. These Groff adjustments, I understand, are to be booked to us at $1.50 
apiece. This will add very materially to the cost of our Free Delivery Service, and 
as they can not be put upon boxes attached to wooden posts, I give it as my opinion 
that there is really no necessity for the adoption of these adjustments in this city, 
and unless overruled by the superior wisdom of the Department, I shall proceed no 
forther along that line. 

Neither of these letters was answered as far as the records of the 
Pepartment show, but the fasteners were ordered attached to the boxes 
in both cities. They were forwarded to the postmasters throughout 
tbe country, whether desired or not. The obstacles to their use, how- 
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ever, in some cities, could not be wholly overcome. In New York 
they could not be fastened to the kind of posts then in use, and the 
2,000 sent to that cit}?^ in February, 1896, remained in the post-office 
over four years unused. Recently 550 were discovered in the base- 
ment of the Milwaukee post-office. In Chicago their use was imprac- 
ticable, and the 2,800 sent to that city remained there over six years, 
when 2,284 were shipped elsewhere. 

In addition to the price of $1.50 for each fastener, postmasters were 
required to pay the freight and cartage charges, which expenditures 
in the aggi'egate amounted to many thousands of dollars. The box 
contractors were not asked to reduce the price of their boxes because 
of being relieved from furnishing the iron bands; so that the Depart- 
ment continued to pay for the old fasteners. 

That the equipment of the service with this patented device might 
be more expeditiously done, John F. Clark, of the Washington post- 
office, who acquired experience in attaching the Groff fasteners in this 
city, was sent over the country, at the Department's expense, to attach 
these fasteners; and in 1897 he was joined by Frank S. Machen, a 
brother of Superintendent Machen, and others,- who in squads, usually 
of four in number, went from city to cit}' taking down letter-boxes 
and fastening them to posts by the patented process. 

Postmasters were required to furnish them room when practicable. 
These traveling- mechanics would also rent a shop, buy tools, hammers, 
chisels, etc., hire a wagon to drive over the city and cut down letter- 
boxes that were already securelv fastened, take them to the shop, 
plug up the holes in the back of the box that had been made to accomi- 
date the original fastener, bore additional holes in order to attach the 
Grotf fastener, and then readjust these boxes to the posts from which 
they had been taken. Thousands of dollars were expended in this way 
under the head of ''Payments for erecting, repairing, and painting 
letter-boxes an<i attaching Groff fasteners." 

The postmasters in the respective cities were ordered to pay the 
railroad fare and per diem expenses of these traveling "mechanics" 
whose business it was to see that the Groff fastener was used. 

In the early part of 1897 John D. Miller, of this city, called upon 
Superintendent Machen and sought to interest him in a device which 
he nad for attaching letter-boxes to posts. He was told by Machen 
that so few fasteners were used that it was not worth while to bother 
with it. Since that conversation, however, 70,000 Groff fasteners 
have been ordered by Machen. 

The cost of the manufacture of the fastener is 25 cents each. Most 
of them were made by iron works near Philadelphia, Pa. The price 
to the Department, namel}^ $1.50, seems to have been agreed upon 
between Machen and Groff. 

The introduction of the Groff fastener into the postal service is one 
of the boldest of Machen's schemes. 

If the old method of attaching letter-boxes was regarded as unsatis- 
factory, an improvement should have been sought by advertising for 
a contrivance. This would have brought numerous suggestions. Then 
selection could have been made of the most suitable device presented. 
The new device could have been installed when new boxes were erected 
or the location of the old ones changed. The employment of squads 
of men in 1897, at heavy expense to the Department, to go over the 
country and cut down boxes that were already securely fastened and 
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reattach them with this expensive device was such an extraordinary 
proceeding that it should have aroused the suspicion of his superior 
officers. 

For four years payments for these fasteners were made through 
local postmasters. A sufficient number would be sent to the post- 
master to equip the service in his city, and he was directed to pay to 
the Groflf brothers $1.50 each. Since 1899 the method of payment 
has been by departmental warrant. About that time the price was 
reduced from $1.50 to $1.25. Why this reduction was made does not 
appear, except that Machen, on June 19, 1899, asked one of the Groffs 
to ''come to nis office at his earliest convenience," and it is supposed 
that as a result of this personal conference the price was reduced. 

The promotion of the use of this device in such an unusual manner, 
at so great an expense, is in itself evidence of some interest other than 
the welfare of the service. Machen stated that he had no financial 
interest, directly or indirectly, in the patent. The Groffs both stated 
that they had never paid any departmental officer or anyone else, 
directly or indirectly, any part of the mone3^s received for the device. 
The investigation by the inspectors, however, revealed certain sus- 
picious circumstances. The Groffs, who for years had been doing a 
business of from $10,000 to §15,000 per annum with the Post-Office 
Department, both said that they had no account books and that no 
record of any kind had been kept of the hundreds of shipments made 
to the various post-offices throughout the country. They stated that 
their profit was $1 per fastener, which was diviaed equally between 
them. Their story was too unreasonable for belief, and its falsity was 
finally demonstrated bj^ the ingenuity of Inspector Walter S. Mayer, 
of Chicago, who discovered that the Groffs, instead of dividing the $1 
profit equally between themselves, were giving half of it to some other 
person, and were dividing the remainder equallv between themselves. 
After a research lasting for some weeks it was discovered that George 
E. Lorenz of Toledo, Ohio, was receiving 40 per cent of the whole 
amount paid for these fasteners, or just one-half of the profit. Lorenz 
was formerly postmaster at Toledo and Machen was his assistant. 

The bank account of George E. and Martha J. Lorenz proved to be 
the vat into which this 40 per cent stream emptied. Time after time, 
when payments were made by the Department, 40 per cent of the 
amount, exactly, was remitted by the Groffs to George E. Lorenz. 
But this 40 per cent did not remain long in the Lorenz bank account, 
but promptly remittances were made of one-half the amount to Machen. 
Sometimes Machen would draw on Lorenz for his half before the Groff 
remittance was received at Toledo. 

The following table clearly illustrates the methods of remittances by 
the Government to the Grons, from the Groffs to Lorenz, and from 
Lorenz to Machen : 



Date of Grofif warrants. 


Amount of 
warrant. 


Date re- 
ceived by 
Lorenz. 


Amount re- 
ceived by 
Lorenz. 


Ratio. 


Date received 
by Machen. 


Amount re- 
ceived by 
Machen. 


Ratio. 


November 18, 1899 

January 12, 1900 

July 30, 1900 


$3,503.75 
5,166.88 
7,651.88 
6,252.50 
7,600.00 
7,500.00 
6,250.00 


Nov. 27 
Jan. 27 
Aug. 8 
Sept. 20 
Oct. 12 
Dec. 17 
Jan. 20 


$1,40L50 
2,062.74 
3,020.74 
2,50L00 
3,000.00 
3,000.0(» 
2,500.00 


Perct. 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 


Nov. 28,1899 
Jan. 25,1900 
Aug. 10,1900 
Sep. 24,1900 
Oct. 19,1900 
Dec. 19,1900 
Jan. 24,1902 


$700.75 
1,03L00 
1,510.37 
1,260.50 
1,500.00 
1,500.00 
1,250.00 




September 1, 1900 

September 22, 1900 

November 27, 1900 

January 9, 1902 


J 
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Since July, 1895, when the first order was given forGroff fasteners, 
97,017 have been paid for by the Department, at an aggregate cost of 
$128,651.25. Ten thousand four hundred during the last fiscal year 
were ordered, but payment was deferred because of an exhausted 
appropriation, making a total of 107,417 ordered by Machen, at a total 
cost of $141,651.25. Add to this the expense of taking down the 
boxes and reattaching them with the new fasteners, freight, cai-tage, 
etc., and the expenditure for this contrivance during the last eight 
years would aggregate not less than $200,000. 

Of the $128,651.25 that has been paid to the Groffs, Machen and 
Lorenz received $51,460 during the last eight years, which, divided 
equally between them, makes over $3,000 a year each that these con- 
spirators have received from this one scheme. The unusual methods 
resorted to bv Machen to extend the use of the Groff fasteners is 
therefore explained. Every box that was torn down and reerected at 
the Government's expense yielded Machen and Lorenz 50 cents net. 

The Groffs, Machen, and Mr. and Mrs. Lorenz were indicted by the 
Federal grand jury in the District of Columbia on June 5, 8, and 22, 
1903 (Exhibits L-26, L-27, and L-28), for conspiracy to defraud and 
the offering and receiving of bribes. 

An incident in connection with the use of the Groff fastener is the 

?urchase of 35,474 of them for use in the Rural Free-Delivery Service, 
he record of the Department shows that but 23,818 letter boxes have 
been furnished for ase in the rural service, leaving an excess of 12,000 
fasteners to be accounted for. Whether these 12,000 were ever fur- 
nished can not now be determined. 

PAINTING OF STREET LETTER BOXES. 

The color of the paint on the street letter boxes has been changed 
from time to time according to the taste of the administrative officers of 
the Department. Years ago it was dark green, afterwards vermilion 
red, which, at Machen's suggestion, was changed to aluminum bronze. 

In the matter of painting, three items are considered — the post, the 
letter box, and the package box. The method of painting boxes when 
Machen assumed charge of the Free-Delivery Service was to author- 
ize postmasters to receive bids from local painters, which he would 
submit to the Department with a statement as to the reliability of the 
various bidders. The Department would then authorize him to have 
the boxes painted at the figure named by the lowest responsible bidder. 

In 1897 Machen adopted the aluminum color, and also changed the 
method of painting. He arranged with John T. Cupper, of Lock- 
haven, Pa., to paint all of the letter boxes in the United States, allow- 
ing him 25 cents each for the posts, 50 cents each for the letter boxes, 
and $1 each for the package boxes; posts to be painted green, boxes 
aluminum bronze. 

Cupper claimed to have a patent paint designed especially for 
this Kind of work. No bids were ever asked from anj^ other painter 
and no contract was made with Cupper. It was simply a verbal 
arrangement between himself and Macnen. 

Another feature of the agreement between Machen and Cupper 
was that when Cupper did not do the work of painting he should lur- 
nish the material, for which he was to receive 38 cente per letter box 
and 75 cents per package box. Under this arrangement a squad or 
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two of Government employees w^e started over the country painting 
letter boxes. These men were usually paid about $3 per day and 
expenses. 

in December, 1897, the postmaster at Chattanooga, Tenn., was 
instructed to have his letter boxes painted by these traveling painters; 
and L. W. Hardy, R. C. Cox, A. B. Coleman, and C. M.^ Cheney 
were sent there to do the work. They were paid expenses, including 
railroad fare from Washington to Chattanooga and return. The total 
payments bvthepostraasteratChattanooga to these men were $1,058.67, 
for work which doubtless he could have had done by local painters for 
one-fifth of that amount. Such an unwarranted expenditure can only be 
explained by the fact that part of the time these painting brigades 
were adjusting Groff fasteners. After the boxes had all been attached 
by these patent fasteners, painting by traveling representatives of the 
Department was discontinued. Machen and Cupper then adopted a 
different method. The postmaster would be directed to have his let- 
ter boxes painted, sometimes at his request and sometimes without it. 
The following letter, addressed to the postmaster at Washington, July 
30, 1897, is a sample of those written to postmasters throughout the 
country: 

It has been decided to have all of the street letter boxes in Washington painted 
with the Cupper aluminum paint. Mf . Cupper will do this work, and you will make 
arrangements to give him the necessary facilities. Regular letter of authority will 
reach you in due course of mail. 

Pursuant to this order 1,051 boxes were painted in Washington, for 
which Cupper was paid 50 cents each, or $525^50. 

There was no regularity as to the length of time that should elapse 
between the painting of the letter boxes. At the smaller offices in dis- 
tant parts of the country, where the profits from the work would be 
small, they were not generally painted to exceed once in five vears, 
and sometimes not that often, wnile at the larger offices, where the job 
would be lucrative, they were painted frequently. 

In December, 1899, Machen advised the postmaster at Washington 
that John T. Cupper, the contractor, had been directed to paint the 
letter boxes of that city; and on February 27, 1900, Cupper was paid 
$838.75 for the work. In April, 1901, less than fifteen months aiter- 
wards, the postmaster was again advised that the contractor, John T. 
Cupper, haa been instructed immediately to repaint the boxes, which 
Cupper did at a cost of $906. 

In New York and Brookl3'^n the boxes were painted in December, 
1899, at an expense of $2,259, and in August and September, 1901, 
twenty or twenty-one months later, thev were again painted, at an 
expense of $2,986.75. In Philadelphia they were painted in October, 
1901, at a cost of $2,700, and in December, 1902, at a cost of $2,868. 

Cupper frequently visited the large cities and made personal 
arrangements for the painting; but in cities of less consequence, 
where it was not convenient for him to visit, a letter would be written 
from the Department, bearing Machen's initials, of which the following 
is a sample: 

I have instructed the contractor for painting letter boxes, Mr. John T. Cupper, 
Lockhaven, Pa., to make immediate arrangements for painting the letter boxes, etc., 
in use at your office. The letter and package boxes will be painted one coat of 
aluminum bronze and the posts scraped and painted one coat of bronze green. 

As it will be impossible for the contractor to personally visit your office, this will 
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be your authority to assist him in securing fthe services of a reliable painter compe- 
tent to do this class of work. 

When the work in your city has been satisfactorily completed you will pay Mr. 
Cupper at the rate of |l per package box, 50 cents per letter box, and 25 cents per 
post. 

This letter would be followed by one from Cupper, advising the 
postmaster that supplies had been forwarded, asking him to have the 
boxes painted by a local painter, and authorizing him to pay for the 
work at the rate of 5 cents per post, 15 cents per letter box, and 25 
cents per package box. 

On July 24, 1900, the postmaster at Springfield, Mass., submitted a 
proposal for painting the box equipment of that city with aluminum 
bronze at 15 cents per letter box and 25 cents for each package box ; cost- 
ing in all, $32.25. On July 27 he was informed that John T. Cupper, 
the contractor, had been instructed to arrange immediately for painting 
the boxes, which was done. After the work was completed the post- 
master was directed to pay Cupper $100.50, over three times as much 
as asked b^ the local painter. 

On April 19, 1901, the postmaster at San Francisco requested author- 
ity to expend not more than $149.70 in the purchase of aluminum 
bronze and other material for painting his letter boxes, stating that he 
could have the labor performed by employees of the post-office with- 
X)ut interfering with their other duties. His request was complied 
with, and he expended $105.76 of the amount allowed. In May, 1902, 
he again asked permission to expend not to exceed $180 for the paint- 
ing of the letter boxes. In answer to this request he was directed to 
inform the First Assistant Postmaster-General of the number of boxes 
that needed painting, and was advised that material for such painting 
would be shipped him. On June 5 the postmaster replied, giving the 
number as 2,005; and on June 14 a letter was addressed him, bearing 
Machen's initials, which said: 

I bave instructed Mr. John T. Cupper of Lockhaven, Pa., to send you sufficient 
material for painting 1,871 letter boxes and 134 package boxes at your office. 

Another letter bearing Machen's initials, on August 22, reads as 
follows: 

Inclosed herewith find bill of Mr. John T. Cupper for $811.48, for sufficient 
aluminum bronze for painting 1,871 letter and 134 package boxes. If this material 
has been received you will pay Mr. Cupper the above-named amount. 

On September 10 the postmaster, as directed, paid Cupper $811.48 
for material which he had ninety days previously notified the Depart- 
ment he could secure of local dealers for $180. 

I do not believe that a postmaster should be excused for permitting 
the public revenues to be robbed in this way without first making a 
direct protest to the Postmaster-General. It should be said to the 
credit of some postmasters that they have not pliantly accfuiesced when 
it appeared to them that public moneys were being wasted. On 
August 8, 1900, the postmaster at Fort Wayne, Ind., wrote the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General as follows: 

Referring to your communication of the 6th instant, subject, paintine letter and 
package boxes at this office, I think I ought to call your attention to the fact that 
this work was done less than a year ago, namely, in October, 1899, and that posts, 
letter and package boxes in this city are generally in very good condition at this 
writing. For this reason, unless your contract requires the immediate repainting of 
boxes, etc., I would respectfully recommend, in the interest of economy and a bet- 
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ter job of work under this contract, that it be deferred until next spring, say about 
May 1, at which time the work will not suffer from the dust and insect life so 
abundant at this time. 

In March, 1902, the postmaster at New Orleans had employed a 
local painter to furnish the material and paint the boxes at the rate of 
34: cents per letter box, 60 cents per package box, and 10 cents per post. 
In November, seven months afterwards, he was notified that John T. 
Cupper had been instructed to paint the letter boxes at New Orleans, 
and he was directed to pay him the standard rates of 25 cents, 50 cents, 
and $1, according to the schedule. The postmaster, however, notified 
the Department that the boxes did not need painting, and no further 
action was taken. 

The postmaster at Columbus, Ohio, on September 24, 1898, upon 
receiving Cupper's bill for material, wrote: 

It would seem to us from the stock received and the bills presented for payment, 
the amount is excessive, of which fact you should be advised before payment is 
made. 

No reply was made to this communication. 

The manufacturers of letter boxes by the terms of the contract were 
required to letter, paint, and crate the boxes at the factory. But 
regardless of this provision. Cupper was ordered in July, 1900, to 
paint all the letter boxes at the factory in Reading, Pa., where they 
were being manufactured, for which he was paid f 16,227. 50, a need- 
less expenditure, since the manufacturer was required by the contract 
to paint them. There is no evidence that money was ever paid by the 
manufacturer for being relieved from this part of his contract, as 
Stern was required to do in the satchel contract. 

In October of the same year Cupper was ordered to paint the pack- 
age boxes at the factory in Cleveland, Ohio, where they were being 
made, which he did at an expense of $2,048. 

The only excuse that has ever been given by either Cupper or 
Machen for these unusual and extraordinary charges for the painting 
of boxes is that Cupper's paint is a patent paint — superior to any other 
for the painting of letter boxes. Cupper's patent, however, was not 
applied for until January 20, 1898, six months after the paint was 
adopted by Machen, and was manifestly an afterthought. 

This alleged patent paint is simply commercial aluminum, and can 
be purchased anywhere in the open market. In several instances Cup- 
per ordered aluminum shipped direct from dealers in New York to 
post-offices, though usually he had it shipped to h'm at Lockhaven, 
where he professea to treat it by some chemical process before he 
shipped it to postmasters. 

H. P. Coffenberger, mechanic in the Baltimore post office, states 
that Mr. Thomas Harrison furnished the aluminum with wnich he 
painted the letter boxes in the year 1901; that at another time he 
secured the aluminum from Cupper, and that Harrison told him there 
was practically no difference in tne paint. 

Samples of Cupper's aluminum, secured at different post-offices, 
were submitted for examination to the Department of Agriculture. 
The chemical analysis (Exhibit Lr40) shows it to be ordinary alum- 
inum. Ludwig Saarbach (Exhibit L-36), a chemist at No. 114 Pearl 
street. New York, pronounced it the same. 
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COMPARATIVE COST OF PAINT. 

The record for the six years .prior to the arrangement with Cupper 
for painting letter boxes is more or less defective. But on May 28, 1 
sent a circular letter to about 500 different post-offices requesting 
detailed information as to cost of painting letter boxes for six years 
prior to June 30, 1896. The following table sets forth the results of 
this inquiry: 



June 30, 1890. . 
June 30, 1891. 
June 30, 1892. 
June 30, 1893. 
June 30, 1894. 
June 30, 1895. 
June 30, 1896. 

Total.. 



Fiscal year ended— 



Number of 

boxes 

painted. 



2,450 
2,979 
10,498 
4,141 
4,673 
13,193 
13,385 



51,319 



Cost of 
painting. 



$506.56 
833.26 
3,260.09 
1,186.59 
1,577.06 
3,634.80 
4,191.32 



15,189.68 



Average 

cost per 

box. 



Cents. 
20.6 
27.9 
31 
28.6 
33.7 
27.5 
31.3 



29.5 



The above estimate includes both letter and package boxes, so that 
the average cost for painting all boxes for the six years prior to the 
Cupper arrangement was about 29i cents. 

Since Machen's removal as general superintendent of free-delivery 
the old method of painting has been restored, aluminum bronze still 
being used as the standard paint. Postmasters have been required to 
ask local painters to submit bids for painting the letter boxes; and upon 
reporting to the Department the amount of the bids, they have been 
authorized to have the work done by the lowest responsible bidder. 
The following table sets forth the results; 



Post-office. 



Alton, 111 

Ansonia. Conn.. 

Astoria, Oreg 

Berwick, Pa 

Brockton, Mass. 

Butler, Pa 

Canton. Ohio 

Charleston, S. C. 

Chester. Pa 

Chicopee.Maas.. 
Concord, N. H.. 
Dan vers, Mass. 



Davenport, Iowa 

Detroit, Mich No. 1.. 

Do No. 2 . . 

Do No. 3.. 

Elgin, 111 

Emporia, Kans 

Evansville, Ind 

Grand Rapids, Mich 

Joilet,Ill .^. 

Madison, N. J . . .'. 

Milwaukee, Wis 

Moberly , Mo 

Oak Park, 111 

Portland, Me 

Quincy, 111 

Rahway, N.J 

Red Wing, Minn 

Springfield, Ohio ' 

Steuben ville, Ohio 

Torrington, Conn 

Watertown, N. Y 



Letter boxes. 



Number. Rate. 



73 
43 
37 
•25 
167 
33 
261 
118 
101 
32 
90 
26 
136 
662 
172 
35 
95 
71 
198 
246 
159 



67 



157 



120 
57 
46 

106 



$0.30 
.45 
.45 
.40 
.37 
.42 
.14 
.50 
.35 
.50 
.60 
.30 
.20 
.18 
.20 
.24 
.38 
.45 
.20 
.25 
.35 



.42 



.41 
.42 
.50 
.26 



Package boxes. 



Number. Rate. 



25 


.27 


24 


.50 


2 


1.00 


6 


.75 


11 


1.00 



27 
170 



$0.60 

1.00 

.85 

.50 

.75 



.50 
.38 



Posts. 



Niunber. i Rate. 



.76 
.90 I 
.50 I 
.50 I 
.75 
.85 



.84 
.50 



.82 

.85 

1.00 

.52 



24 
16 



20 
20 
11 

100 
6 
84 
32 
63 
25 
30 

760 



57 



184 


.04* 


^ 188 


.12 


65 


.10 


20 


.10 


23 


.15 


56 


.21 


51 


.16 


3 


.34 


28 



.05 



$0.15 
.22 



.10 
.15 
.15 
.07 
.25 
.08 
.14 
.25 
.09 
.15 
.07 



.21 
.07 
.13 



Digitized by 



Google 




INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFBIOE DEPT. 99 



Average. 

3,402 letter boxes $976.84 $0.2871 

418 package boxes » 213.41 .51 

1,885 posts 186.85 .09 

It will be observed that the above average is about the same as it 
was before the Machen-Cupper arrangement. 

One of the most striking illustrations may be had by comparing the 
cost of the painting recently done at Detroit, Mich. On Cupper's 
schedule it would have cost $794. 50, while under the present method it 
cost $279.96, a net savine of $514.59 on one painting in that city. 

During the time that Cupper was painting the boxes at extravagant 

5 rices, other painters solicited the business in their respective cities, 
oseph Shepnerd & Co., of Milwaukee, Wis., on January 26, 1900, 
asked that local painters be given the work, and in response was 
advised that John T. Cupper, of Lockhaven, Pa , had the contract for 
painting all letter boxes. 

On February 21, Peter Zucker, an attorney of New York, wrote 
Machen asking that one of his clients be permitted to bid on the next 
contract for the painting of letter boxes in that city. On February 
28 he was advised that Cupper had the contract for painting all the 
letter boxes in the United States. Numerous other inquiries were 
made, all receiving the same reply. There never was, however, any 
contract with Cupper other than a verbal agreement between him and 
Machen. 

The foregoing statement of facts conclusively demonstrates that some 
other interest than the public service was being served in the painting 
of letter boxes. The real purpose was revealed by an examination of 
the accounts of Machen, Cupper, andW. C. Long, whose acquaintance 
was made when considering the contract for inking pads, carriers' 
straps, and satchels. Inspectors Sullivan and Simmons called upon 
Cupper in April of this year and interrogated him concerning his con- 
nection with Machen and the painting of letter boxes. He sSited that 
he had a verbal contract with Machen. Upon being asked if he had 
any agent in Washington looking after nis business, he replied 
(Exhibit Lr-29): 

I had no representative, and no one in Washington, D. C, was interested with me 
in the letter-box painting. 

He was then asked: 

Was any money you received, or any mone^ you should have received, for painting 
letter and package boxes and posts ever paid to anyone connected with the Post- 
OflSce Department or to anyone else who was instrumental, directly or indirectly, 
in aiding you or awarding you this contract * * * or to anyone to be conveyed 
to any person or persons lor purposes stated? 



His 



answer was: 



No, sir; there was no understanding wdth anyone. Such a thing was never 
mentioned. 

When the inspectors, in the course of the investigation, discovered 
a record of more than $8,400 passing from Cupper to Long from 
June 29, 1900, to December 30, 1902, and that a part of this nioney 
found its way into the pockets of Machen, they again, in June, visited 
Cupper and inquired as to his relations with Long. Cupper then 
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declined further interviews, but subsequently made a lengthy deposi- 
tion in Washington, in which he stated that he first met Long casually 
at a restaurant when he was in Washington on business with the 
Department, and that he afterwards met him a few times at a cigar 
store on F street. Referring to these meetings, Cupper says: 

I made a statement to Mr. Long after I bad been up there four or five evenings. 
I approached him on the subject. I said to him, *'I would like if you would inter- 



cede for me to get my contract.'* He said he was a contractor and well acquainted 
in the city. I said, "I will tell you what I will do. If you will get me this con- 
tract or help me to get it, I will give you 10 cents on a box, and if you will look 
after my interests here, if you get me the contract and look after my interests.*' He 
said he would do the best he could (Exhibit L-30). 

In one statement Cupper denied that he had an agent of any kind 
or paid money directly or indirectly to anyone in Washington in con- 
nection with the painting of letter boxes. When he found that the 
inspectors had knowledge of his transactions with Long, he said that 
he nad paid Long 10 cents per box on all that were painted. 

Cupper has been paid about $100,000 by the Department, which 
represents the painting of 200,000 letter boxes. Probably 40 per cent 
of this was net profit, to be divided among Machen, Long, and Cupper. 

Many documents that mi^ht properly be submitted as exhibits in 
this case are in the hands of the district attorney, the Federal grand 
jury having on July 31, 1903, indicted Machen, Cupper, and Long 
for conspiracy to defraud (Exhibits L-31 and L-32). 

carriers' leather cases. 

In 1900 Machen introduced into the Free-Delivery Service a leather 
case, presumably for the purpose of inclosing the registry books 
which carriers took with them on their routes. No advertisement for 
bids, however, was made for supplying this new article, and no con- 
tract was entered into by the Department with any dealer to furnish 
them. Machen seems to have taken the matter up personally with 
Maurice Runkle, of New York. The first record relating to this trans- 
action is a letter from Runkle to Machen, dated July 14, 1900, in which 
Runkle says (Exhibit L): 

I send you to-day by express the sample letter case. * * * I would very much 
like you to call me up Monday after 12 o'clock * * * or, if you see fit, write me 
and let me know whether you want me to come over to see you again, or whether 
you want me to put our own prices on these, but think it best for me to run over 
and have a talk with you; but let me hear from you by letter so I can get it Tuesday 
morning, or, if you wish, telephone me. * * * 

Machen evidently telephoned Runkle as suggested. The next com- 
munication that passed between' them was another letter from Runkle 
to Machen, dated July 18, in which he says (Exhibit L): 

As per my samples submitted, I propose to furnish you with 5,000 letter pouches 
at 90 cents per piece. 

On this letter is a footnote in Machen's handwriting, as follows: 

MacG order 5,000 for R. F. D. 

1,500 to be delivered as soon as possible. 

A. W. M. 

''MacG" was T. W. McGregor, supply clerk of the Rural Free- 
Delivery Service. 
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On July 24 Runkle was advised (Exhibit li): 

Your proposition of the 18th instant, for furnishing the Department with 5,000 
pouches at 90 cents each, has been received and is herewith accepted. 

This was the beginning of the purchase of cases for carrier registra- 
tion books, of which Runkle furnished 21,000. In order to give this 
transaction some shadow of regularity, Machen certified to the Auditor 
that these purchases were made as a matter of '^exigency," there being 
a provision in the law by which purchases of an urgent nature could 
be made without contract. And the " exigency " that existed in July, 
1900, continued for almost three years. 

Runkle was not a leather manufacturer, but apparently a dealer in 
clothing, being the proprietor of the Bay State Clothing Company, of 
Lonff Mand City. He secured the first order of 5,000 cases, or 
pouches as they were sometimes called, from Herman Scheuer, 435 
Broome street, New York City, for which he paid 30 cents per case. 
The remaining 16,000 were made by the Nonpareil Manuiacturing 
Company, of Newark, N. J., for 5,000 of which he paid 25 cents 
each and for the remaining 11,000 28 cents each. The following table 
sets forth in detail these transactions: 



Year. 


Number of 
pouches. 


Paid manufac- 
turer. 


Received from 
Government. 


Difference. 


1900 


5,000 
5,000 
11,007 


$1,500.00 

1.250.00 

^ 3,081.96 


$4,500.00 

* 4,500.00 

9,906.30 


$3,000.00 


1901 


3,250.00 


1902 


6, 824. 34 






Total 


21,007 


5,831,96 


18,906.30 


13, 074. 34 







These cases bought from Runkle were alleged to be for the Rural 
Free-Delivery Service. The last order for 5,000 was given Septem- 
ber 24, 1902. At that time there were not to exceed 11,000 rural car- 
riers in the service, jet Machen had then purchased over 21,000- cases 
for rural carriers without competitive bids or contract, because the 
'*• exigency" of the service required it. But that was not the end of 
this transaction with Runkle. On January 15, 1903, an " exigency" 
still existed, and he secretly gave Runkle an order for 8,000 more 
cases, and Runkle contracted with the Nonpareil Manufacturing Com- 

Eany for this additional order at 28i cents each. Three thousand three 
undred of these had been delivered to Runkle by the Nonpareil Com- 
pany by April 15, when he countermanded the order (Exhibit L-42) 
by the following letter: 

Kindly do not ship us any more pouches until you hear from me, and don*t cut 
up any more leather until you hear from me, aa this investigation in the Post-Office 
Department will have to stop before I can do anything further. 

A further examination of the records indicates that the '' exigency " 
was not so much to receive the cases as it was to pay for them. On 
September 8, 1902, Runkle rendered a bill for 4,000 cases. McGregor, 
the clerk in charge of f ree-deliverv supplies, certified that they had 
been received, and Runkle was paid for, the 4,000, while on that date 
he had only shipped 500, the remaining 3,500 not having been shipped 
until September 18. On September 30, 1902, another order for 5,000 
cases was given to Runkle. The bill for these, amounting to $4,500, 
was approved by McGregor, with the statement that they had been 
received, and on October 3 Runkle was paid. When the bill was cer- 
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tified to by McGregor and approved by Machen for these 5,000 pouches, 
only 633 had actually been received, and the full order of 5,000 was 
not completed until the middle of December, two and a half months 
later. The records for free-delivery supplies were so imperfectly kept 
that it is not possible to determine absolutely that more than 4,000 of 
the last consignment were ever actually received. 

On May 26, 1903, the day preceding Machen's arrest, Runkle wrote 
Guild, of the Nonpariel Manufacturmg Company, and requested that 
he call to see him in New York "on a matter of importance." James 
E. Baremore, representing the company, responded "to this request, 
and Runkle asked him to change the company's records of shipments 
so as to correspond as to dates with the bills on file in the Department. 
In relation to this conversation Baremore (Exhibit L-44) says: 

Runkle referred to the trouble on in the Post-OflBce Department on account of the 
investigation, and stated in substance that the Department in Washington had found 
out that his ( Runkle' s) bills did not correspond with shipments, as he had been 
sending in bill with first shipment for whole amount of order. Runkle handed 
him two memorandum slips, requesting in substance that records of the Nonpariel 
Manufacturing Company be fixed to agree with his memoranda, to show a single 
shipment for entire order. 

Afterwards Runkle sent his bookkeeper to Newark to inquire of the 
firm if any post-oflSce inspectors had been there; and, if so, what infor- 
mation had been given them. He was informed that inspectors had 
been there and that the comjjany had not changed the record as requested 
b}^ him, but had given the inspectors the facts. When Runkle heard 
this he complained very bitterly of such treatment by the company 
when he was about to get into trouble with the Post-Office Department. 
In regard to the remainder of the 8,000 cases ordered by Runkle, which 
had not been delivered, Baremore (Exhibit L-44) says: 

Runkle stated in substance that the investigation would blow over, Machen would 
be vindicated, would probably hold same office, and when the investigation should 
be over the cases would go through all right and he (Runkle) would then take the 
rest. 

No record was made in the Department of this additional order for 
8,000 pouches. They were to be delivered by the Nonpareil Manu- 
facturing (Company to Runkle by June 15, evidently intended by 
Machen and Runkle for delivery after July 1, when the appropriation 
for the new fiscal year became available, at which time another 
"exigency" payment would have been made. 

On March 11, 1903, the father of Theodore R. Guild, treasurer of 
the Nonpareil Manufacturing Company of Newark, N. J., wrote the 
Hon. R. W. Parker, Member of Congress from that district, asking 
that his son be given opportunity to bid direct on these leather cases. 
This letter was referred to Macnen, who, two weeks after, wrote Mr. 
Parker that Guild's name had been "placed on the list." 

In December, 1902, Mr. Charles F. Lighthouse, of Rochester, N. Y., 
undertook to get an opportunity to bid on these articles, but failed. 
Runkle was interrogatea on May 19, 1903, in regard to this transac- 
tion, and stated that he had furnished only about 5,000 of these cases 
and that he manufactured them himself — both ^statements beinsf abso- 
lutely false, as he had furnished then 21,000 and had an additional 
order for 8,000, all of which he had secured from different manu- 
facturers. 

Machen, in his statement (Exhibit Lr-2), admits that he ordered these 
cases from Runkle without competition; that they could h^ve been 
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secured for less money from other sources, and states that he never 
received any part of the proceeds from the sale of these cases. 

This leather case transaction is small when compared with the Groflf 
fastener and the Cupper paint, but it had been running but three 
year^l Considering the rapid development of rural free delivery, this 
shameless "graft" would doubtless have grown to great proportions 
had Machen's official tenure lasted. ^, 

H. Conquest Clarke, superintendent of the Rural Free-Delivery, 
was never consulted by Machen as to the utility of this case and did 
not know that such an article was in use until he was advised by the 
inspectors after this investigation had begun. Neither was E. H. 
Hathaway, supervisor of Rural Free-Delivery, consulted as to their 
desirability. It was Machen's idea, and the motive appears in a finan- 
cial transaction between Machen and Runkle, by whicn Runkle bought 
from Machen 175 shares of mining stock, for which he paid $2,450. 
Runkle states (Exhibit L) that this stock was ''not worth a d— — ." 
Selling valueless stock to a contractor is a convenient way of collecting 
a bribe. Runkle, in addition to buying this worthless stock from 
Machen, also* paid McGregor, the clerk in charge of supplies, who 
certified as to the correctness of his shipments, certain amounts of 
money. 

Otner papers might be referred to in this discussion, but the data 
are now in the hands of the United States attorney, Machen, Runkle, 
and McGregor having been jointly indicted b^^ the grand jury for the 
District of Columbia, on July 31. 1903, for conspiring to defraud 
(Exhibit L-46). 

CHARLES E. SMITH CASES. 

The cases bought from Runkle were for the Rural Free-Delivery 
Service. In 1901 it was thought wise to adopt this pouch for the city 
carrier service, but for some reason Machen did not desire to purchase 
them from Runkle. 

C. Ellsworth Upton, an employee under McGregor in the Free- 
Delivery Division, who lived at Powhatan, Md., took up the matter of 
supplying these cases with C. E. Smith, dealer in leather goods in Bal- 
timore. Upton submitted to him a sample, doubtless one of the Runkle 
cases, and Smith told him that he could furnish them for 50 or 60 cents 
per pouch. At the suggestion of Upton he finally raised the price to 
75 cents, and mailed a proposal at that figure to Machen. Nothing 
was heard from this proposal. Upton again called upon Smith and 
told him he might as well have 90 cents as 75 cents. He also drafted 
a proposal and directed Smith to copy the same and forward it to 
Machen, which he did on March 23, 1901. 

Smith's final proposition having been properly filed, Upton, being 
a politician of some local significance, undertook to secure him the 
''influence" necessary to have the proposition accepted. He secured 
letters from Congressmen Blakeney, Wachter, and Schirm recom- 
mending Smith for favorable consideration to the Department. None 
of these men knew Smith, and their indorsements or him were given 
upon Upton's representations to them. Smith takes no active part in 
politics, but votes the Democratic ticket. 

This political influence that was sought was not necessary in order 
to influence Machen, but convenient to offer as an excuse should the 
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transaction ever be called in question; and on May 27, when Machen 
was interrogated as to his dealings with Smith, he stated that Senator 
McComas was interested in Smith's securing the contract, and that it 
was as a favor to the Senator that he bought the cases from Smith. 

The record, however, does not show any communication from the 
Senator bearing upon the matter. The letters of Blakeney and Wach- 
ter were given to Upton, who placed them in Machen's hands. On 
each one is indorsed ••' See me, A. W. M.," in Machen's handwriting, 
plainly indicating that he was giving the matter his personal attention. 

At Upton's suggestion. Smith wrote Machen, July 19, 1901, again 
soliciting an order for the pouches; and on the face of this letter, in 
Machen's handwriting, appears the indorsement: ''I. S. L. See me. 
A. W. M." On July 18, 1902, an order was finally given for 5,000 of 
the pouches, at 90 cents each. The following table shows the orders 
given Smith: 



Date of order. 



Number of Date of pay- 
pouches, ment. 



Amount. 



July 18, 1902 

August 19, 1902 ... 
Octobers, 1902.... 
November 1, 1902. 



5,000 
5,000 
5,000 
5,000 



Oct: 1,1902 

Oct. 30,1902 

Dec. 4, 1902 

Jan. 6, 1903 



$4,500 
4,500 
4,500 
4,500 



Total. 



18,000 



It will be observ ed from the above that these 20,000 cases were 
ordered within less than six months. They also were paid for as 
''exigency" supplies, though at that time city carriers had been han- 
dling registration books for over two years, and there was no demand 
for a receptacle in which to place them. W hen these cases were furnished 
to carriers they were rarely used. Out of 97 carriers in the Wash- 
ington City post-oflBce, 85 never have taken the pouches with them on 
their trips, stating that they were useless and inconvenient. Most of 
these cases furnished the Washington oflBce were recently found in 
the carriers' desks, covered with dust, never having been used. Of 
the 226 carriers in the main oflBce in Philadelphia, only 14 have ever 
pretended to use them. In the few offices where the}' are used, the 
carriers do so because they think it is a requirement of the Depart- 
ment. Fe.w carriers have been found who consider this pouch a 
necessity, or even a convenience. 

On July 18, 1902, the first order was given Smith, and prompt deliv- 
ery was urged; and on September 17 a bill was rendered for 5,000 
pouches, $4,500, which was indorsed by McGregor, ''Supplies fur- 
nished in accordance with this bill." On September 25 it was approved 
by Machen, and on October 1 a warrant issued for $4,500, though at 
that time but 2,783 of the 5,000 had been received. And the same 
process of falsification that characterized the Kunkle transactions was 
pursued by McGregor in every other order given Smith, as indicated 
by the following table: 



Date of bill. 



Number I 
of pouches Shortage, 
delivered. 




September 17, 1902 
October 27, 1902 . . . 
November 24, 1902 
December 12, 1902. 



3,945 
2,920 
2,817 

8,787 
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The necessity for these pouches was purely a fiction. Large num- 
bers of them still remain in bins in the Busch Building, never having 
been distributed. And those that have been sent to post-offices 
throughout the country remain very largely in carriers' desks unused. 

The puipose of the purchase of this case for city delivery is explained 
by the anxiety on the part of McGregor and Upton to secure the war- 
rants for payment or Smith's bills. The regular practice in the 
Department is to mail warrants to the address of the payee. In 
the regular course of business, therefore, Smith's warrant for these 
pouches would have been sent him by mail to his address in Baltimore. 
But instead of permitting the warrants to go direct to Smith, McGregor 
called at the office of the ''administrative auditor" for tne Free-Deliv- 
ery Service, who had charge of issuing these warrants, and asked that 
Smith's warrant be given to him, which was done. After securing 
each warrant, McGregor and Upton went to Baltimore and delivered 
it to Smith at his store and waited there while he went to the bank, 
deposited the warrant, and drew a check for $2,000, payable to himself, 
which he cashed, securing currency in the denominations indicated by 
McGregor. Smith then brought the money back to his store and paid 
it to McGregor. This process was repeated four times. Upton told 
Smith (Exhibit L) that he and McGregor received $500 out of each 
warrant and Machen $1,000. 

The dates of the checks and payments are as follows: 

Date of $4,500 warrants: 

October 1, 1902. 

October 30, 1902. 

December 4, 1902. 

January 6, 1903. 
Date of $2,000 Smith checks: 

October 2, 1902. 

October 31, 1902. 

December 6, 1902. 

January 10, 1903. 

After this investigation had started Upton called upon Smith and 
told him that if any inspectors should visit him he must be very cau- 
tious as to what he said. When the inspectors first called on Smith, 
April 10, he was very reticent, talked vaguely, and refused to sign 
any statements; but on June 2, when again interviewed, he revealed 
to them the whole story. Smith bought all the 20,000 cases from the 
Warren Leather Goods Company, of Worcester, Mass. He paid 35^ 
cents each for the first 10,000 and 30 cents each for the second 10,000; 
total, $6,550. He received from the Department 118,000, making 
$11,450 paid by Machen in excess of the market price. This $11,450, 
according to tfpton's statement to Smith (Exhibit L), was divided as 
follows: 

Machen $4,000 

McGregor 2,000 

Upton 2,000 

Smith 3,450 

The Warren Leather Goods (company finally discovered the ultimate 
destination of these pouches, and wrote their Washington agents, 
Messrs. Topham & Bogley, asking them to endeavor to get a part of 
this business. Topham & Bogley immediately inquired of Machen 
and McGregor in regard to these supplies, but were put off by dilatory 
excuses until Smith complained to the Worcester firm of their attempted 
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interference with his business, and as a result the Washington repre- 
sentatives were called oflF. 

Upton and McGregor were indicted in Baltimore on June 25, 1903, 
for conspiracy to defraud (Exhibit L-47). 

Thomas W. McGregor was appointed to the postal service in 1891, 
at the age of IjB, as a page, at $360 per annum, and assigned to the 
Free-Delivery Division. Two years later he became an assistant mes- 
senger, and was holding that position when Machen was made super- 
intendent. Since then he has been promoted, until upon the date of 
his removal he was drawing a salary of $1,600 per annum. He was 
the confidential agent of Machen in a number of his corrupt transac- 
tions. On June 5, 1903, he was removed from oflBce by the l^ostmaster 
General. 

Upton was first appointed to the Free Delivery Service May 12, 
1900, as a ''carrier " at $2.50 per day, afterwards 12.75, with expenses. 
He was for a while allowed car fare and horsQ hire, and later board 
and lodging when away from home. 

Through various shifts in the records, which are more or less 
obscure, he became a clerk in the Rural Free Delivery Service at 
$1,000 per annum, and later, upon the recommendation of Machen, 
was promoted to $1,200, then to f 1,400 per annum. He was an indo- 
lent clerk, and seems to have been favored by Machen for other reasons 
than clerical eflBciency. 

The gross amount paid for these cases to Runkle and Smith was 
$36,906.30, which represents a net loss to the Department, because 
they were useless. This $36,906.30 of public money was therefore 
wasted, that Machen, McGregor, and Upton might steal about 40 per 
cent of that amount 

Many other schemes of Machen involved the expenditure of more 
money, but none was more shameless. 

STREET LETTER BOXES. 

One of the most important contracts for free deliverv supplies is 
that for street letter boxes. These contracts are let periodically every 
four years. 

It has been the practice for the Postmaster-General before the award 
is made to appoint a committee to pass upon the merits of the various 
boxes submitted and recommend one for adoption. The committee in 
1893 consisted of H. Clay Evans, First Assistant Postmaster-General; 
William J. Pollock, superintendent free-delivery, and George F. Stone, 
chief clerk to the Second Assistant Postmaster-General. Thirty -six 
proposals were submitted. The box then in use, known as the " Dore- 
nms" box, was recommended, and the contract awarded to May bury & 
Ellis, of Detroit, Mich., who controlled the patent. There were three 
sizes. No. 1, containing 750 cubic inches; No. 2, containing 1,180 cubic 
inches, and No. 3, containing 2,360 cubic inches. The prices were 
$2.60, $3.25, and $7.25, respectively, being a slight reduction as com- 
pared with the prices under the contract then expiring. 

Machen became superintendent of Free-Delivery in September, 1893, 
over six months after this contract was executed. May bury states that 
during the first year of the contract, apparently not many months after 
Machen's appointment, Eugene D. Scheble, a dentist of Toledo, Ohio, 
called on him and interested him in a patent he had acquired for a new 
letterbox. After considering the matter at some length. May bury 
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agreed to rive Scheble a 25 per cent interest in the profits of the con- 
tract which he then held. Maybury, when aakedwhy he gave Scheble 
an interest in this contract which he had already secured, stated that 
he thought there was merit in Scheble's box, and that it might, in the 
future, become a troublesome competitor. He seems to have been 
very much alarmed, considering the fact that his contract then had 
about three years to run and there was no opportunity for Scheble's 
box to become a competitor before the expiration of that time. As 
nearly as can be determined, Scheble's interests became effective from 
the beginning of the contract, being retroactive. The total number of 
boxes furnished under this contract was 27,346, at a cost of $86,051.70. 
Of these, 2,740 were furnished during the first year, costing $8,189.40, 
while during the last three years, after Scheble acquired his 25 per 
cent interest, 24,606 were furnished, costing $77,862.30. Of the 
$86,051.70 paid for street letter boxes during the four years of the 
contract, Scheble received 25 per cent of the profits. The exact profit 
on each box could not be ascertained, but from the information avail- 
able it is estimated at $1.25. On the 27,346 furnished during the four 
years of the contract the profits to the contractors would therefore 
amount to $34,182.50, of wnich Scheble received one-fourth, or about 
$8,500. 

It is not reasonable to suppose that a man of affairs like Maybury, 
who had at that time served two terms in Congress and is at present 
mayor of the city of Detroit, should voluntarily deliver to a stranger 
from Toledo, Ohio, one-fourth of his profits in so valuable a contract 
because he feared that two or three years hence that man might become 
a dangerous competitor for another contract. 

During the first year — that is, before Scheble had intruded himself 
into the contract — there were 2,740 boxes ordered, for which the 
Department paid $8,189.40, Maybury's profits, at $1.25 per box, 
amounting to $3,425, while during the second year, after Scheble 
became interested, 16,400 boxes were ordered, at a cost of $52,526.25. 
The total profits of the second year's business were $20,500, of which 
Maybury received three-fourths, or $15,375, and Scheble one-fourth, 
or $5,125. If the whole truth were revealed it would doubtless show 
that this increase in the orders for boxes was the argument used to 
induce Maybur}'^ to deliver to Scheble a fourth interest in this valuable 
contract. If this is so, it surely proved a good investment. 

If Maybury's real purpose in giving a fourth interest to Scheble 
was to proviae against a dangerous competitor for the future, he mis- 
judged the man. In 1897, when the letting of another contract was 
due, Postmaster-General Wilson appointed a committee, consisting of 
Thomas B. Marche, chief clerk in the Free-Delivery Division; A. B. 
Hurt, a subordinate of Machen's, employed in the Free-Delivery 
Service, and Bernard Goode, chief clerk of the Dead Letter Office. 
There is nothing alleged against the integrity of any of the members 
of this committee, but it was easily dominated by Machen, a majority 
being composed of subordinate clerks in bis office. 

Numerous proposals were submitted. Maybury presented his old 
box, the Doremus, and also the box in which he and Scheble had a 
joint interest. The committee selected the Scheble box, discarding 
the Doremus, which had been used for eight years. The contract, 
however, was awarded in the name of Maybury & Ellis. The prices 
were: No. 1, $2.60; No. 2, $3.25, and No. 3, $5.25, the same as m the 
former contract, except as to No. 3. 
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The Scheble box having been selected, Maybury was required to 
give Scheble one-half the protits under the new contract. The box 
was somewhat different in construction from the old one. In opening 
it to deposit letters the lid was lifted up, while the lid of the Doremus 
box was pulled down. This new box, however, did not prove satis- 
factory; and on April 7, 1899, after it had been in use something over 
a year, Machen wrote Maybury, stating: 

I desire to have you come to Washington within the next week or ten days, if vod 
can conveniently do so, to arrange for a change of design in the boxes now supplied 
by your company. 

On May 3, a letter initialed by Machen and signed by George M. 
Allen, Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, requested Maybury 
& Ellis on all further orders to furnish the old Doremus box instead 
of the new box. On May 5 Maybur}^ replied, stating that the request 
would be complied with; and from that date the Doremus box was 
furnished. Maybury still continued, however, to pay Scheble 50 per 
cent of the profits of the contract; presumably upon the theory that 
this discarded box might, in the future, become a dangerous competitor 
when he was seeking another contract. 

This Scheble box presents an interesting enigma. It made such an 
impression upon Miiybury that he gave Scheble 25 per cent of the 
profits of a contract entered into before he had ever seen Scheble, and 
before Machen became Superintendent of the Free-Delivery Service. 
This he states was done to provide against it becoming a competitor 
for the next contract. It became a competitor, however, at the next 
letting; was selected by the committee, and because of such selection 
Maybury was required to increase Scheble's interests in the profits of 
the contract from 25 to 50 per cent. After less than two years' trial 
the box was declared unsatisfactory and the old box substituted 
for it. It would appear that Scheble's claim was then exhausted. 
But not so; Maybury still continued to give him 50 per cent of the 
profits. The enigma is explained by Inspectors Williams and Far- 
rell, who, in the investigation of this case, discovered that Scheble 
remitted diligently one-half of his profits to Machen, superintendent 
of Free-Delivery. Numerous bank drafts and other evidence were 
secured by them and presented to the grand jury for the District of 
(Columbia. To illustrate: 

February 5, 1901, Scheble received $608 from Maybury, and a few 
days thereafter he remitted $304 to Machen. In May, 1901, Scheble 
received from Maybury $269.62, and shortly thereafter he remitted 
$134.75 to Machen. Many other similar remittances were made. 
About .$10,000 of the money paid Maybmy & Ellis by the Depart- 
ment under the 1897 contract has been traced into the hands of Machen, 
through Scheble. 

There is no evidence that Maybury had specific knowledge as to the 
arrangement between Scheble and Machen; but that he believed 
Scheble was powerful enough with Machen to destroy the value of 
his 1893-1897 contract, and to take away from him the contract of 
1897-1901, is evident. Otherwise he never would have voluntarily 
given him the lar^e amount of money that he did. 

An interesting incident occurred during the letting of the 1897 con- 
tract. One Solomon C. Wynn submitted two proposals, one for an 
iron box, similar material to the Doremus box, and the other for a 
sheet-steel box. The rates offered by Wynn for the cast-iron box were 
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$1.75, 12.25, and $2.75, as against $2.60, $3.25, and $5.25 for the accepted 
box of like material, showing a reduction of 85 cents, $1, and $2.50 
each on the various sized boxes. Wynn therefore became an embar- 
rassing competitor. But Machen was equal to the occasion. He sub- 
mitted to Postmaster-General Wilson a protest against the award being 
fiven to Wjnn, stating that he had a cousin, Arnold J. J. Machen, of 
oledo, Ohio, who was interested with Wynn in this box, and that he 
did not think it proper for the contract to be awarded to a firm in 
which a relative of the Superintendent of Free-Delivery was financially 
interested. The Postmaster-General evidently was impressed by the 
unselfish devotion of Machen to the public interests, for Wynn's bid 
failed of recognition and Scheble's box was adopted as recommended 
by the committee, though in so doing the cost of the letter boxes 
during the contract period was increased $51,553.80, of which a large 
part has since been traced into Machen's pockets through Scheble. 

During the 1897 contract there was purchased a total of 49,309 
boxes, at an aggregate cost of $149,656.55. This contract was a very 
profitable one. On December 11. 1900, Maybury wrote Charles S. 
Prizer (Exhibit L-49): 

We divided up over $20,000 in royalties the last six months. If we can get in on 
the rural delivery plan we will sell a great many boxes the coming year. 

The inspectors have positive evidence, in the nature of bank drafts, 
that $53,046.25 in net profits was received by Maybury during the 
four years of the contract. Of this Scheble received about $26,500, 
Machen's half being about $13,250, or over $3,300 per annum. 
This contract, as executed, provided that- 
Said boxes to be lettered, painted, and crated, and all necessary bands for fasten- 
ing the boxes to posts to accompany the same, except when boxes are ordered with 
the " Groff patent fastener" attachment, in which case the fasteners will be sent to 
the manufacturers and they will attach them to the boxes without additional expense. 

This left the matter of furnishing these bands optional with the 
Department. Contractors had to figure upon providing them, how- 
ever, because, under the terms of their contract, if the Department 
elected they should provide them, they would be required to do so. 
The cost of these bands is estimated at about 25 cents per set. The 
contractors were not required to furnish the band, because Machen 
was then attaching boxes with GroflF fasteners, as heretofore explained. 
Scheble was probably the only bidder who knew that these bands would 
not be required. 

In 1901, when the contract was to be relet, the Postmaster-General, 
after consulting with Machen, appointed the following committee to 
make the award: Thomas W. McGregor, chairman; J. E. Waite, 
James E. Bell, Thomas B. Graham, L. S. Elmer. McGregor was a 
clerk in Machen's office, in charge of supplies— the same McGregor 
who was indicted with Machen and Runkle for fraud in connection 
with pouches, and also with Upton for fraud in connection with the 
purchases from Smith, of Baltimore. The other members of the 
committee were doubtless well-meaning men; but, all being subor- 
dinate officials, would defer largely to the judgment of Machen and 
McGregor. Maybury & Ellis again submitted the Doremus box, 
which had now been in use for twelve years, except for the brief 
period it had been displaced by the Scheble box. The same progres- 
sive tendencies that were displayed by Machen and Lorenz in the 
satchel " graft" were repeated by Machen and Scheble in the box con- 
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tract. In 1901 Scheble again presented a new box for the consid- 
eration of the committee. McGregor's report discredited the old 
Doremus box, saying that 14 per cent of them were broken in ship- 
ment; a statement demonstrated (Exhibit LJ to be false. It suggested 
that sheet steel be used to provide against tliis alleged excessive break- 
age, and the committee, for this reason and the alleged insecurity of 
the Doremus box, recommended that the sheet-steel box submitted by 
the Michigan Steel Box Company be accepted. This company is a 
fiction; it has no plant, not even an office. A desk in Scheble's dental 
office in Toledo is all there is to it. The bids of Maybury & Ellis on 
the Doremus box and the Michigan Steel Box Company, or Scheble, on 
his sheet-steel box, are as follows: 



Maybury & Ellis (cast iron) 

Eugene D. Scheble (sheet steel). 



No. 1. 



$2.70 
2.90 



No. 2. i No. 3. 



$3.00 j $4.50 
3.75 4.25 



Scheble's bid on the small sizes, of which the larger numbers are 
used, was higher, yet the contract was awarded to Scheble because his 
box was made of sheet steel. ''Sheet steel" was made the basis for 
rejecting the Doremus box and the Maybury & Ellis bids. This was 
not the first time, however, that sheet steel had been suggested in the 
construction of letter boxes. In 1897, Wynn, heretofore referred to, 
submitted a sheet-steel box similar to the one which Scheble now pre- 
sented. The following is a comparison of the bids at that time: 



Wynn (sheet steel) 

Maybury & Ellis (cast iron) . 



No. 1. 



$2,25 
2.60 



No. 2. 



$2.65 
3.25 



No. 3. 



$3.00 
5.25 



It will be observed that at this letting the cast-iron box was selected 
in preference to sheet steel at a much higher price. The cast-iron 
Doremus box had then been in use eight years. If it was subject to 
excessive breakage, as stated by McGregor, it was well known at that 
time, and an opportunity was offered to test the utility of sheet steel 
for boxes at greatly reduced prices; but it was given no considera- 
tion, being rejected at Machen's special and personal demand. 

In 1901 Scheble presented a sheet-steel box and he was given the 
contract. The following table shows the difference in the prices of 
sheet-steel boxes offered by Wynn in 1897 and rejected and those 
offered by Scheble in 1901 and accepted: 





No.l. 


No. 2. 


No. 3. 


Eugene D. Scheble 


$2.90 
2.26 


$3.75 
2.65 


$4.25 


Wynn proposal 


3.00 






Difference 


.65 


1.10 


1.25 







So it appears that in 1897, when Scheble and Machen were inter- 
ested with Maybury & Ellis, cast iron was preferred to sheet steel, 
but when Machen and Scheble became interested in sheet steel it 
became the desirable box. 
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Maybury evidently had hopes of securing the contract again in 1901. 
On February 27 he wrote to Prizer, who had manufactured for him 
the Doremus box, and who was, therefore, interested in Maybury's 
retaining the contract, advising him to go to Washington to be present 
at the letting. In this letter he said: 

You will meet in Washinj^ton also a Doctor Scheble. It is enough for me to say 
that he is very influential in the matter, and whatever he says will oe authoritative. 
I am very sorry I can not be on the ground, but I believe our friends there will have 
no trouble in securing the contract. 

This letter indicates that Maybury was depending on Scheble to 
secure the contract again. Maybury was so confident of success that 
he was negotiating a contract for making the boxes. But he was mis- 
taken. Scheble, who, in 1894, either by skill or coercion had secured 
from him one-fourth interest in his contract, and in 1897 half of it, 
now took it all. When Maybury learned that he had lost the contract, 
he became somewhat hostile toward his former friends, and wrote 
Prizer: 

I think there has been both bad faith and treachery in the whole procedure. 

And on June 26 he again wrote: 

My friend McGee, in Washington, is a nice little fellow, but not fit to cope with 
the parties he had to deal with. 

But for some reason Scheble and Machen did not think it wise to 
exclude Maybury entirely, so they voluntarily gave a sixth interest 
for himself and friends. 

After securing this contract, Scheble employed the Adrian Brick 
and Tile Machine Company, of Adrian, Mich., to manufacture the 
boxes. The following table gives the prices paid the manufacturer 
and the profits to Scheble: 



Boxes. 


Price paid 
manufac- 
turer. 


Price paid 
by Depart- 
ment. 


Profits to 
Machen 

and 
Scheble. 


No.l 


$1.60 
1.96 
2.60 
4.20 


92.90 
8.75 
4.25 
6.25 


11.30 


No. 2 


1.80 


No. 3 


1.65 


No.4 


2.05 



Machen and Scheble now being in complete control of the box busi- 
ness, libei"al supplies were ordered. The contract became effective 
on July 1, 1901, but the manufacture of boxes did not begin until 
about December 1, and from that time until the date of Machen's sus- 
pension, covering a period of not more than one year and six months, 
27,718 boxes were ordered, at a cost of $90,257.76. Of this, $63,465.50 
had actually been paid. On the 27,718 boxes ordered there would be 
a net profit of at least $40,630. 

Street letter boxes were not, however, confined to city use, but were 
strewn along the public highways on rural routes. During the past 
four years 27,000 street letter boxes have been so distributed, for no 
other purpose than to use more boxes. They are unnecessary, since 
every farmer's letter box serves the purpose of both a deposit and a 
collection box. Machen had ample notice that these boxes were not 
used and were wholly unnecessary. Postmasters frequently wrote the 
Department to that effect. 



Digitized by 



Google 



112 INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEPT. 

The postmaster at Bangor, Wis., on November 18, 1902, reported — 

that Government box at Adams Valley schoolhouse is of no use, as the carrier hasn't 
found any mail in the box for months. 

At Conrad, Iowa, January 27, 1903: 

In regard to the United States letter boxes in use on our routes, I wish to ask for 
their discontinuance, as the carriers say they do not average over two or three letters 
out of them per month. 

At Fort Wayne, Ind., January 23, 1903: 

The carrier does not take from those boxes an average of one letter a month. 

The postmaster at Lakeview, Iowa, July 15, 1903, reports that from 
a certain box but one letter has been collected since December 1, 1902. 
At Birmingham, Mich., March 6, 1903, he reported: 

The carrier does not get a letter out of it once a month. 

At Cherry Valley, 111., March 31, 1903, he asked permission to 
discontinue rural collection boxes, stating: 

Carriers report that not one letter is taken from same in three months on the 
average. 

The postmaster at Cameron, Mo., on July 18, 1903, informed the 
Department: 

About a year ago I received three large size iron collection boxes which I supix)sed 
were for use on our rural routes, thougn I made no requisition for them. 

These are but samples of many similar letters received. 

A special agent of the the rural service on June 11, 1903, reported: 

I recommend the discontinuance of 25 United States collection boxes within the 
limits of Mower County, Minn. * * * Very few of them have been of any use 
w^hatever. The carriers inform me that they have opened them daily for weeks, 
and in some instances for months, at a time without finding a single letter in them, 
* * * I know of no place within the county where even one collection box ^411 
be of any use. 

Another special agent, June 26, 1903, forwarded the names of a 
large number of postmasters in Michigan and recommended that they 

be instructed to remove all United States collection boxes from their routes and store 
them, or dispose of them, as may be desired by the Post-Office Department. I make 
this recommendation for the reason that I have talked with all the postmasters and 
carriers in this county, and they inform me that they do not colle-ct on an average 
of one letter a week from United States collection boxes. 

Yet in the face of such conditions, upon Machen's order during the 
last four years about $70,000 has been expended for collection boxes 
upon rural routes. 

The record of boxes kept by McGregor, under Machen, is contra- 
dictory as to the number of boxes chargeable to the rural service. 
There must have been shifts between the city and rural service appro- 
priations. The number runs from 23,818 to 26,922. The latter appears 
to be the number actually assigned to the rural service. 

Much of the evidence in this case has been presented to the grand 
jury for the District of Columbia, Machen and Scheble having been 
indicted by the grand jury September 8, 1903, charged with conspi- 
racy and fraud (Exhibits L-56 and Lr-57). Scheble was arrested at 
Toledo and is now under $10,000 bail to answer said indictment. And 
Machen, who had previously been indicted on numerous charges, was 
required to give additional bond of $10,000 because of these new 
indictments. 
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PACKAGE BOXES. 

The large boxes that are seen on the streets, fastened to the letter- 
box posts or other supports, are styled package boxes. They are for 
the accommodation of those who desire to send by mail packages that 
are too large to be placed in the ordinary letter box, and were first 
contracted for in 1893. These boxes are made of rolled steel and contain 
8.500 cubic inches. It seems originally to have been intended to sus- 
pend them from the posts, but on account of their size it was found 
advisable to set them upon the sidewalk or street at the base of the 
post, or, where that is not practicable, to place them upon blocks. 

The first contract for package boxes was awarded in 1893, nominally 
to William H. Spencer, but Isaac McGiehan was in fact the contractor, 
Spencer being a "dummy." In 1897 the award was made to McGiehan 
in the name of the Colunabian Manufacturing Company, of New York, 
and in 1901 he again got the contract, but this time in the name of the 
Columbia Supply Company. 

McGiehan is not a manufacturer, but a New York lawyer with an 
inventive turn. The Van Dorn Iron Works, of Cleveland, Ohio, have 
manufactured the package boxes for him since they were first intro- 
duced into the postal service. 

While McGiehan has held the contract for ten years, he has not 
always been free from competitors. In 1897 Solomon C. Wynn, 
whose bid on letter boxes, it will be remembered, was thrown out on 
the pretext that a cousin of Machen's was interested with him, also 
bid on package boxes, to be made of the same material as those fur- 
nished by McGiehan. Wyrin proposed to supply them for $3.50 per 
box. Other bids also were submitted as follows: 

B. F. Smith, general agent, Washington, D. C $4.00 

The M. Donovan Wire and Iron Works, Toledo, Ohio 6. 00 

<jeo. H. Thompson, Hollidaysburg, Pa , { 7 00 

0.0. Locas &Co., Greenville, Ohio 1 7.25 

Frank H. McMonigal, St. Paul, Minn 8.00 

The committee, however, awarded the contract to McGiehan at 
110.80, alleging that his box was believed to be the most convenient 
and durable. This was the same committee that recommended the 
Scheble letter box, which was afterwards discarded. 

When McGiehan was first interviewed by the inspectors he told a 
plausible story about how he came to secure the origmal contract, and 
stated that he had never paid anything to any oflSciaiof the Post-Office 
Department, directly or indirectly, in connection with his contract for 
these boxes. In examining Machen's bank account, however, the 
inspectors discovered that he had been depositing checks from George H. 
Huntington, a clerk in McGiehan's office, and treasurer of the com- 
pany that was supplying package boxes. The inspectors again inter- 
viewed McGiehan and asked him about these checks. He then said 
that some time during the year 1894 Machen visited him in New York 
and introduced George E. Lorenz, stating that Lorenz had a suggestion 
as to package boxes that would be of interest to the Department. 
Lorenz's suggestion was that standards or legs should be attached to 
the boxes. McGiehan said that the;, suggestion impressed him favor- 
ably and he accepted it, agreeing to reward Lorenz by paying him a 
^'royalty" of 50 cents per box. The legs cost perhaps 25 cents a set, 
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thereby increasing the cost of boxes to McGiehan, including Lorenz's 
"royalty," 75 cents each. As a result of this agreement between 
McGriehan and Lorenz, Machen had the contract revised and the price 
of the boxes increased from $9 to $10.25, or $1.25 per box. McGiehan 
probably would have gladly accepted other suggestions from Lorenz 
upon the same terms. 

In explanation of the payments of money direct to Machen, McGie- 
han stated that Lorenz at one time was absent in Europe, and had 
asked that the amounts due him for "royalty" on box sales be paid 
to his friend Machen during his absence, and that these checks to 
Machen represented " royalties" due Lorenz during that period. The 
manner in which this "royalty " was remitted, however, is interesting. 

It was not paid by the checks of the company, as were other bills, 
but by the personal checks of McGiehan's clerk, Huntington. Hun- 
tington drew checks on the company's account, payable to himself, 
which he deposited in a private account at a different bank f roui that 
in which the funds of the company were kept, and from this private 
account Huntington made these remittances to Machen. Huntington 
says that he had no interest in this money and that these pa^'^ments 
were made in this way b}^ the direction of McGiehan. They cover a 
period of one year and four months, as follows: 



Date of deposit. 


Amount. 


Date of deposit. 


Amount. 


December 2, 1899 


$500.00 
200.00 
100.00 
250.00 
250.00 


March 2, 1901 


$350.00 


Aprils, 1900 


April 1, 1901 


225.50 


September 11 1900 


Total 




December 20, 1900 


1,875.50 


February 12, 1901 









It is not difficult to demonstrate that McGiehan made false state 
ments as to the purpose for which this money was paid Machen. 

An interesting incident bearing upon the payment of the Lorenz 
"royalty" grew out of the letting of the contract for letter boxes in 
1901. McGiehan was a bidder for that contract. Scheble secured the 
contract, however, as heretofore related, and McGiehan was very 
much disappointed, and charged Machen with the responsibility for 
his failure. As a result, he says he refused to pay the '^ royal tv" any 
longer, and from that time there have been no checks from Hunting- 
ton to Machen discovered. 

The ordering of package boxes was characterized by the same waste- 
ful extravagance as that of letter boxes. In 1901, the last year that 
the Lorenz "royalty" was paid, 8,381 boxes had been purchased, 1,869 
of which — or 29 per cent — were stored away unused. 

I have been unable to determine the exact amount that McGiehan 
has paid to Lorenz and Machen, but $163,000 was expended for pack- 
age boxes while Machen was superintendent of the Free-Delivery 
Service; and it can be safely stated that the service could have been 
abundantly supplied with much less expenditure. 

McGiehan, Huntington, and Machen were, on September 8, 1903, 
indicted by the Federal grand jury of the District of Columbia for 
conspiracy and fraud (Exhibits L-66, L-67, L-68, and L-69). 

THE MONTAGUE INDICATOR. 

The Montague Indicator is a device intended to be attached to street 
letter boxes, showing the hours of collection. On August 11, 1899, a 
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company known as The Montague Indicator and Letter Box Conipany 
was organized at San Francisco, with W. W. Montague, D. S. Rich- 
ardson, and E. M. Hoagland as incorporators. Montague is the post- 
master at San Francisco, Cal., and Richardson is a cashier in that otfice. 

The company issued capital stock to the amount of $100,000, con- 
sisting of 20,000 shares, at |5 per share. Richardson was the real 
promoter; and immediately after the organization of the company an 
effort was made to secure the adoption of the device by the Post-Office 
Department. Correspondence was had with First Assistant Post- 
master-General Heath, and on October 26, 1899, a committee consist- 
ing- of Daniel S. Richardson and James W. Erwin was appointed by 
the board of directors to visit Washington and present the merits of 
the device to departmental officers. Richardson was at that time 
superintendent of stations of the San Francisco post-office. He was 
first appointed to the service in 1879 as a clerk, and has been employed 
continuously in various positions in that office since that time. Erwin 
was a post-office inspector, having been appointed to that position in 
1887, from Atlanta, Ga., by William F. Vilas, Postmaster-General. 
While appointed from Atlanta, he had lived there but two years, hav- 
ing^ formerly been employed in the newspaper business at Toledo, 
Ohio. 

The committee, as directed by the board of directors, visited Wash- 
ington in November, 1899, and conferred with First Assistant Post- 
master-General Heath and Superintendent Machen in regard to the 
adoption of their device. Erwin was acquainted with Heath and 
Machen, but Richardson did not know anybody in the Department, 
except George W. Beavers, Superintendent of the Salary and Allow- ' 
ance Division. The prospect at first was not very promising, and 
Richardson consulted Beavers as to the best methods he should pursue 
to insure success. Beavers told him (Exhibit L-60) that he ought to 
distribute stock among the officials who were to pass upon the merits 
of the device. The suggestion seems to have startled Richardson at 
first, but, coming from a man of Beavers's standing in the service, he 
concluded to follow it. He therefore tendered 1,000 shares of stock to 
Machen, who accepted it without hesitation, requesting that it be issued 
in the name of H. G. Seger. Beavers himself was presented with 2,000 
shares, 1,000 shares for himself and 1,000 reported to have been for 
First Assistant Postmaster-General Heath, this 2,000 shares being issued 
in the name of Richardson. 

After this gratuitous distribution of stock to Beavers and Machen 
the affairs of the company assumed a more favorable aspect, and in a 
short time they received assurance that an order ioV 2,089 of these 
indicators, at ^ each, would be given for the purpose of equipping 
the letter boxes in the State of California. The committee then 
returned to San Francisco, and on December 11 submitted an elaborate 
report to the board of directors, congratulating them upon the success 
of their trip. Immediately after the return of Richardson and Erwin 
the company was reorganized under the name of the Postal Device 
and Improvement Company. All postal officials were eliminated as 
officers, and Earl H. Webb was made president of the reorganized 
conipany. The capital stock was increased to $200,000, or 40,000 
shares, valued at $5 each. Richardson, however, still continued the 
active manager of the company. 
On December 21, 1899, soon after the reorganization of the com- 
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mny, Earl H. Webb, the new president, notified First Assistant 
tostmaster-General Heath that the order for 2,089 indicators, at $4 
each, would be given immediate attention. On January 26, 1900, in a 
letter initialed by Machen, the First Assistant Postmaster-General 
acknowledged Webb's letter of December 21 as follows: 

I have your communication of the 21st ultimo, agreeing to equip the letter boxes 
in the State of California with your indicator at a cost of $4 per box. You will please 
furnish 7,000 of these devices at the above price, the same to be delivered on July 1 
and thereafter. 

This order for 7,000 devices came as a happy surprise to the stock- 
holders, as they were hardly expecting such liberality on the part of 
the Depaiiment. It became necessary for Richardson to make another 
trip East for the purpose of closing a contract with the Reading Stove 
Works, of Reading, ta. , for the manufacture of the device. 

Erwin kept Machen advised as to Richardson's movements and the 
progress they were making in the promotion of their enterprise. On 
February 19, 1900, he wrote Machen as follows: 

Richardson will start East to conclude a contract with the Reading Stove Works 
for the manufacture of our device. He should be in Philadelphia about March 1 or 
2, and will put himself into communication with you from that place either by tele- 

Shone or letter. * * * Perhaps you may find it convenient to run over to Phila- 
elphia to meet him there with a view to a better understanding as to details. 

It will be observed that Erwin, in writing to Machen, refers to the 
indicator as "our device." Machen did not visit Richardson at Phila- 
delphia, as suggested, but they had a conference in Washington, and 
Richardson closed the contract with the Reading Stove Works for the 
.manufacture of "our device" at $2.29 each. 

Richardson reported in detail to Machen the cost of manufacturing 
the device, and urged an increase in the price to be paid by the 
Department, stating that to allow the company a satisfactory profit 
the indicator should bring $4, $4.50, and $5, the price being regulated 
by the size of the box to which it was attached. 

In the meantime, at Machen's suggestion, it was decided that Erwin 
should be transferred from the inspectors' division to the position of 
assistant superintendent of the Free-Delivery Sei-vice, and thereby 
become one of Machen's immediate subordinates. Under the pretense 
that it was necessary for Erwin to visit the Department and become 
familiar with the duties of his new position, before the appointment 
became effective, Machen had him called to Washington m the early 
part of June, 1900. From the extensive memorandum which Richard- 
son gave Erwin of things which he should attend to for the company 
(Exhibit L) it would seem that his real object was to serve the Postal 
Device and Improvement Company instead of the Department. It 
appears that at about this time an agreement was made, either between 
Machen and Richardson, or Machen and Erwin, that the price paid ior 
the devices should be increased as requested by Richardson. The 
Department was to pay for those attached to box size No. 1, $4; N0, 2, 
$4.25; No. 3, $4.50. One of the things that Richardson especially 
charged Erwin to do was to see that no orders were given for the 
equipment of No. 1 boxes; and this he seems faithfully to have carried 
out, for on June 12, 1900, a letter to the company, initialed by Machen 
and signed by the First Assistant Postmaster-General, reads as follows: 

I have this day instructed Messrs. Orr, Painter & Company, of Reading, Pa.^ to 
equip 900 medium and 100 large-size letter boxes with your time-indicator device. 
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and to ship the same as soon as possible to the postmaster at San Francisco, Cal., this 
device to cost |4 for the small, |4.25 for the medium, and |4.50 for the large size, as 
heretofore agreed upon. 

On the same day this letter was written an order was given to the 
Reading Stove Works to manufacture and equip with the Montague 
indicator 1,000 boxes, 900 of size No. 2 and 100 of size No. 3. All of 
these devices were paid for at the rate of $4.25 and $4.50 each. 

Erwin seems to have been very much elated over his success in secur- 
ing this advance in the price, and telegraphed the result of his efforts 
to Richardson, who, on June 14, 1900, acKnowledged the telegram as 
follows: 

Your tel^ram relative to the box order received. Good. Am awaiting further 
details. When do you expect to go to Reading? 

So it appears that Erwin, who had been called to the Department 
upon the pretense of oflScial business, was really devoting his time to 
the interests of the Postal Device and Improvement Company and using 
his influence to secure an advance in the price of the device which it 
was selling to the Government, and in which he and his immediate 
chief had a financial interest. 

After Erwin became assistant superintendent of free delivery he 
was assigned to the Pacific coast and had general supervision of the 
free-delivery service in that territory. In that capacity he could be 
useful in promoting the interests of the Postal Device and Improve- 
ment Company, and he did not overlook the opportunity. On May 6, 
1902, in a letter to the superintendent of city delivery, he officially 
recommended the equipment of the letter boxes of Sacramento with 
the Montague device, which was done. The postmaster was required 
to employ a mechanic to attach the indicators to the 110 boxes in that 
city at an expense of $159.65, or about $1.50 per box. 

In the year 1900, 7,100 of these devices were purchased at a net cost 
to the Government of $30,075, which was largely increased by expenses 
of freight, drayage, and attaching to boxes. The original cost of the 
1,000 indicators shipped to San Francisco that year was $4, 275; removing 
and erecting boxes, $535.50, making the actual cost to the Government 
$4,810.50, or $4.81 per box. They supplement the small celluloid 
time card on the face of the box, which costs less than 10 cents. To 
this should be added a part of the freight charge upon the shipment 
of the 1,000 boxes and 1,000 devices attached, which alone amounted 
to $1,811.76, or $1.81 for each box and device. 

An excessive number of boxes were shipped to the Pacific coast for 
the purpose of supplying a demand for these devices. It may be of 
interest to note the exact cost of a letter box as it stands on the streets 
of Sacramento. 

The post to which the box is attached cost « $1 . 85 

The No. 2 box, the size usually in use 2. 60 

Painting 50 

Oroff fast-eners 1. 25 

Montague device 4. 25 

Attaching the fastener and device 1. 45 

Freight and cartage 1. 81 

Total 13.71 

On April 21, 1902, another order for 10,000 devices was given at 
$4:.25 each. This order was originally drafted by Machen in lead 

« And freight. 
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pencil, and was for delivery during the fiscal year 1903. Only 4,000 
were manufactured and received by the Department, however, by the 
end of the fiscal year, at which time the order was canceled. 

The equipment of letter boxes with this expensive device, costing 
almost double as much as the box to which it was attached, can not be 
justified from any standpoint of intelligent or honest administration. 
There are 80,000 boxes m the city service of the United States. It 
would, therefore, have cost $340,000 for the devices alone to equip 
the existing service; add to this the expense of attaching, freight, etc., 
and the total cost would have aggregated not less than feoO.OOO. 
There was a net profit to the company of about $2 each, whicn on 
80,000 would have aggregated $160,000. 

If the equipment of the boxes with the Montague device had been 
pushed as vigorously by Machen as was the atte-ching of the Groff 
fastener, the stock of this company soon would have become very 
valuable; but the difficulty was that the cost was so great it soon ate 
deeply into the miscellaneous appropriation and left less money to be 
expended for letter boxes, GroflF fasteners, satchels, straps, cases, 

Eamting, etc. Machen's interests in these other supplies were much 
irger than in the Montague device, and a greater percentage of the 
money expended for them found its way into his pockets; and he was 
not willing that too much of the miscellaneous appropriation should 
be expended in the equipment of boxes with indicators. As it was 
the stock at one time sold as high as $3 per share. 

The stock donated to Beavers and Machen had been nominally issued 
by the company to Richardson, or was under his control to be used at 
his discretion in its interests. Seger, in whose name Machen's stock 
was issued, is a contractor for free-delivery collection service in the 
city of Chicago. The stock given to Beavers remained for a while in 
Richardson's name. 

On February 1, 1901, a dividend of 6 cents per share was declared, 
and on May 17, 1902, a second dividend of 10 cents per share was paid. 

On February 6, 1901, 250 additional shares of stock were sent to 
Machen. Richardson states that this was done as a token of gratitude 
for past favors. Erwin says (Exhibit L) that at about the time this 
stocK was given Machen, Richardson was complaining of the sluggish- 
ness of the Department in paying the bills of the company, and 
remarked: "I wonder if they want more stock back there ?'^ So that 
this 250 shares were probably intended more as a spur to action than 
as a reward for favors. Machen's stock was issued to Seger. Seger 
states (Exhibit L) that he bought this stock from Machen and paid 
him $1,200 for it. But whether Machen actually sold the stock or had 
Seger hold it for him is not material to this inquiry. 

There is mystery about the true ownership of the 2,000 shares given 
to Beavers. Inspectors Wayland and Birdseye, however, in their 
investigation, developed some interesting facts concerning this stock. 
It was issued in eight certificates — four of 300 shares each and four of 
200 shares each. 

These certificates were originally issued in the name of D. S. Rich- 
ardson, and by him, at the suggestion of Beavers, assigned to John R. 
McDonough. The books of the company show the certificates to have 
been issuSi to Richardson. Richardson states that he collected the 
dividend on this stock and forwarded it to Beavers in currency by 
registered letter. 
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The first dividend of $120 was forwarded to Beavers February 6, 
1901. This remittance was acknowledged by Beavers in the following 
letter: 

Washington, D. C, February 20 y 1901. 
Mr. D. S. Richardson, 

Room 7, Mills Building, San Francisco, Cal. 

Personal, 
My Dear Mr. Richardson: Yours of February 6 with inclosure duly received. 
I will hold the papers in your name for the present, until something decisive is 
known. I am glad to know that the matter promises so well. I have not seen Mr. 
Heath, but will make another effort to-day. He is mighty hard to locate just now, 
beine busy on national committee matters. Give my regards to all inquiring friends, 
and believe me, 

Very truly, yours, G. W. Beavers, 

Superintendent, 

This was in Februaryj 1901, and the stock was still in Richardson's 
name and apparently m Beavers's possession. In August, 1902, 
Beavers again wrote (Exhibit L): 

Washington, August 21, 1902, 
Mr. D. S. Richardson, 

Care Postmaster, San Francisco, Cal. 

Personal. 
Dear Richardson: Our friend in Salt Lake wants the inclosed stock drawn in the 
name of Edwin B. Bacon. Kindly issue new certificates and have these destroyed. 
Forward same to me by registered mail. 

Yours, very truly, G. W. Beavers. 

On the face of this letter is indorsed a lead pencil note in the hand- 
writing of R. H. E. Espey, secretary of the company: "Editor Salt 
Lake Tribune," and on the back, "133 S. West Temple" and "9th 
E. and Brigham," the first being Heath's office address and the second 
his home at that time. 

The "inclosed stock" referred to consisted of certificates Nos. 66, 
58, 59, and 61 of the Postal Device and Improvement Company, amount- 
ing to 1,000 shares, being four of the eight certificates given to Beavers 
on December 27, 1899. 

As directed in the foregoing letter, a new certificate, No. 235, for 
1,000 shares was issued to Edwin B. Bacon, on August 28, 1902, and 
mailed to Beavers in lieu of those returned. The old certificates were 
not destroyed, however, but were found in the files. of the com- 
pany by the inspectors. On these original certificates the name of 
McDonough had been erased and Bacon's inserted in red ink. This 
seems to have been objected to, and then the new certificate for 1,000 
shares was issued. 

The Edwin B. Bacon referred to is a citizen of Louisville, Ky., 
Heath's uncle by mariiage, and said to be one of his most intimate 
friends. This certificate, No. 235, which was issued to Edwin B. 
Bacon August 28, 1902, in lieu of the four original certificates, was 
returned to the company anonjmiously in a blank envelope after this 
investigation began. The envelope with postmark is alleged by Rich- 
ardson to have been destroyed. Bacon states (Exhibit L-60) that he 
never saw the stock and did not know that it was in existence. Heath 
refused to make a written statement, but stated verbally to Inspector 
R. i). Simmons (Exhibit X) that he never heard of the stock, and had 
no interest in the company directly or indirectly. Richardson says 
that all he knows about the real ownership of the stock came through 
Beavers. 
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The facts that Beavers, who had nothing whatever to do with the 
adoption of the device, except as he could influence Machen and Heath, 
was given twice as much stock as Machen; that he kept the stock two 
years and then had one-half of it reissued to Bacon, Heath's relative 
by marriage, and that these particular 1,000 shares should have been 
returned anonymously to the company after this investigation began, 
are circumstances tenaing to corroborate the allegation that half of the 
2,000 shares issued to Beavers was given to Heath. 

Machen alleges that what he did for this company was at the earnest 
solicitation of ex-Congressman Loud. Richardson states (Exhibit L) 
that Mr. Loud had no pecuniary interest in the company; that he never 
offered Loud any stock, because he thought such an offer would be 
resented, but that he did give 150 shares to H. F. Dodge, clerk to the 
House Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. Richardson also 
says that stock was presented to one or two of Loud's intimate polit- 
ical friends in San Francisco, but that Loud had no knowledge of such 
donations. 

The evidence in this case was submitted to the United States attor- 
ney for the District of Columbia; and Beavers, Machen, and Erwin 
were indicted on September 8, 1903, for conspiracy to defraud the 
Government (Exhibit L-61). The district attorney decided that the 
evidence against Heath was not suflScient to justify his indictment. 

RURAL carriers' BADGES. 

Machen did not despise little things. While letter boxes, Groff 
fasteners, carriers' satchels, etc. , were bringing him annually thousands 
of dollars of ill-gotten gain, yet he was not unmindful of the smaller 
transactions. 

Soon after rural free deliv ery was well under way Machen conceived 
the idea of furnishing an oflScial badge for rural carriers. The first 
purchase was for 2,000 from Herman Baumgarten, of Washington, at 
35 cents each, made of German silver. Subsequently, when Baum- 
garten solicited additional business he was told by Machen that a 
''celluloid" badge had been adopted, it being preferable on account 
of its lightness. 

Charles J. Heller, of Philadelphia, a dealer in caps, helmets, and 
headwear states (Exhibit L-71) tnat he called on Machen at the Post- 
Office Department in 1900 and solicited business in his line. Machen 
entered into negotiations with him which resulted in an agreement on 
his part to furnish the "celluloid" badge referred to at 50 cents each, 
5 per cent discount in lots of 5,000. During the negotiations. Heller 
states that Machen told him that usually there were certain "fringes" 
to such transactions; and as a result of this suggestion Heller agreed 
to give Machen a "fringe" of 10 per cent on the gross sales. 

From September 22, 1900, the date of the first order for badges to 
Heller, 38 orders were given, covering a total of 17,756 badges, at a 
cost of $7,760.50, upon which Heller paid Machen $767.55 as commis- 
sions, as follows: 

February 12, 1901 $248.50 

September 11, 1901 249.15 

December 11, 1901 7.55 

July 21, 1902 30.75 

About July 31, 1902 30.80 

December 1, 1902 200.80 

Total 767.55 
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Commission on one order, amounting to $85, had not been paid at the 
time of Machen's removal. These payments were made in cash by 
Heller to Machen personally, the money for the first paj^ment being 
placed, at Machen's suggestion, in a drawer of his desK. The others 
were inclosed in an envelope and handed him at his office. 

On October 5, 1903, Machen was indicted in connection with these 
transactions for receiving bribes, a copy of which indictment is sub- 
mitted herewith, marked'' Exhibit L-72." 

CONCLUSION. 

The ''Heller case" completes the record for the Free-Deli verv 
Division wherein the investigation has resulted in criminal proceed- 
ings. The foregoing, however, do not include all the criminal acts of 
Machen. Shortly after he came to Washington he obtained the sum 
of $3,500 on a forged mortgage, the genuine instrument being at the 
same time held by a bank in Toledo, Ohio, to secure another loan to 
him. Nor is this the only forgery chargeable to Machen. A few 
years after his appointment as superintendent of free delivery he pro- 
cured the employment of Henry L. Lorenz, of Toledo, Ohio, to a 
position in the Free-Delivery Service, and contrived to have the 
appointment dated back about three months, covering a period in 
which Lorenz was not employed and rendered no service whatever to 
the Government. The voucher purporting to be that of Lorenz for 
the sum of $369, compensation for this period, was forged by Machen, 
and later he forged the indorsement of Lorenz to the Government 
warrant for this amount, procured the cash thereon, and converted the 
same to his own use. 

This offense was charged against Machen some j^ears ago, and in 
1897 he was interrogated under oath before a Committee ot the Sen- 
ate and testified that he never saw the warrant for this money and that 
Lorenz indorsed it himself and procured the money on the same. 
Last May, on the day Machen was dismissed from the service, he was 
questioned under oath and testified as regards this warrant that Lorenz 
gave him authority to indorse his name to the warrant and execute the 
voucher. There is also evidence of his having prepared some fictitious 
letters with a view to presenting still a third defense to the charge of 
perpetrating this fraud (Exhibit L-1). More than three years having 
expired since these forgeries were committed, the statute of limitations 
protects him from prosecution. 

In this report I have endeavored, as briefly as possible, to relate the 
story of Machen's operations while in charge of the Free-Delivery 
Service. In *a report of this kind many administrative acts of minor 
importance as compared with the grosser frauds must be omitted and 
many interesting details eliminated. These, however, are fully set 
forth in the accompanying exhibits. The investigation of this division 
resulted in the finding of 21 indictments, involving 17 different persons. 

From the day that Machen was placed in charge of the Free- 
Delivery Service he began to study the methods of blackmailing con- 
tractors. He is known to have been interested in ten different lines 
of "graft," namely: Letter-carriers' tie straps, shoulder straps, letter 
boxes, package boxes, Groff fasteners, painting of boxes, carriers' 
satchels, carriers' cases, time indicators, and rural carriers' badges. 
He is named in 14 of the indictments. All lines of fraud for a time 
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seemed to lead to him. Inspector Fosnes aptly states that in this net- 
work of fraud " sat Machen like a fat spider, watchful and expectant." 

With great skill he acquired influence over his superior officers. 
Many of the frauds that yielded him the largest returns, viz, those 
relating to package boxes, Groflf fasteners, letter boxes, and straps, 
developed during the admiDistration of Hon. Wilson S. Bissell as 
Postmaster-General and Frank H. Jones as First Assistant, two execu- 
tive officers whose integrity can not be questioned. A change in the 
Eolitics of the National Administration did not retard the progress of 
is corrupt operations. The growth of the postal service enlarged 
his opportunities, and he was not slow in taking advantage of them. 

Wnen a contractor for free-delivery supplies by some slip escaped 
without paying him the customary tribute, he was sure to be harassed 
by deferred payments and other convenient makeshifts of Machen to 
discourage further bidding on his part. This is illustrated by the 
experience of the Waddel Wooden Ware Works, of Greenfield, Ohio, 
which had the contract for free-delivery furniture. McGregor was 
on the committee of award and endeavored to give the contract to 
another bidder, but the committee resisted, and he was compelled to 
yield. The result was that the monthly payment of bills due this 
company was deferred. Payment of the bill for furniture delivered 
in September, 1902, was refused because it was alleged that the appro- 
priation was exhausted, when but three months of the fiscal year had 
run. But while Machen refused to pass these accounts because of the 
''exhausted appropriation" he continued to pay Runkle, Ci'awford, 
Scheble, McGiehan, and others who were paying him tribute. Over 
$100,000 was paid to these fraudulent contractors from the appropria- 
tion that was "exhausted" when the honest contractor renderea his 
bill. 

Machen does not seem to have considered a day of reckoning as 
possible; over nine years of continued prosperity had given him con- 
fidence. He had passed safely through two Congressional investiga- 
tions — one in 1896, by the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads 
of the House, and one in 1897, by the Committee on Civil Service and 
Retrenchment of the Senate. He had deceived his superior officers 
through the administrations of four different Postmasters-General and 
a like number of first assistants; but his schemes finally became so 
elaborate and their ramifications so extensive that the atmosphere 
became charged with suspicion; damaging stories affecting his integ- 
rity reached the ears of his superiors, and this investigation was 
ordered, with the results as narrated. 

CHARLES HEDGES. 

In 1898, at Machen's solicitation, two additional assistant superin- 
tendents of free-delivery were appointed, with salaries at $2,000 per 
annum and a per diem of $4 in lieu of expenses when traveling on offi- 
cial business. When at home on leave, or off duty on account of sick- 
ness or for any other cause, an assistant superintendent is not entitled 
to per diem. Machen's object was to have men under his immediate 
charge to investigate questions relating to free-delivery. Prior to 
that time these investigations hfid been made by the regular post-office 
inspectors. 

On July 1, 1898, Charles Hedges was appointed an assistant super- 
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intendent. And on July 1, 1901, he was made superintendent of city 
delivery, which position gave him supervision of the free-delivery 
allowances. 

During the early part of this investigation it was charged that 
Hedges had been using the influence of his oflice to induce postmasters 
and other postal employees to buy stock in mining schemes in which 
he was interested. 

Inspectors Sutton, Jones, and Bennett were assigned to the case, 
and their report is submitted herewith (Exhibit M-1). It appears that 
Hedges was promoting a gold-mining scheme known as the "Oregon 
King Gold Mining Company," and that he sent advertising circulars to 
numerous postmasters setting foith the merits of this scheme. The 
circulars bore his own name as an officer of the company and his offi- 
cial title as superintendent of the city delivery. He inclosed with 
these circulars to postmasters his official card, and also wrote numer- 
ous letters suggesting that they buy stock or interest some of their 
friends in the scheme. These suggestions were frequently made in 
official letters. To illustrate: 

The postmaster at Boston, Mass. , in the fall of 1901 applied for 
an additional mechanic for his office. Hedges, in answer to his appli- 
cation, on November 30 wrote: 

The matter of assistant mechanic, owing to busy period, has not yet been taken 
up. It is more difficult, but will try and get around to it soon. 

In this letter he inclosed an advertisement of the Oregon King Min- 
ing Company. On April 28, 1902, he again wrote the postmaster: 

Your favor of the 24th instant reached me last Saturday, and I was glad to hear 
from you and hope you will find the time to carefully read the Ore^n King pros- 
pectus. * * * I will keep in mind the additional mechanic, and if it is possible 
will see that your wishes in the matter are carried out. 

On May 8 following he again wrote: 

I shall certainly reach Boston later in the month. * * * Will then take up 
the question of the additional mechanic and other matters. 

Congressman Lewis, of Pennsylvania, with a few of his personal friends, has indi- 
cated the intention to subscribe for a portion of the remaming Oregon King shares. 
* * * If you have time and there is anything new^ in the situation from your 
standpoint, please let me hear from you. 

The postmaster at Allen town, Pa., applied for additional car fare 
for his office. On May 13 Hedges wrote him: 

I gave the matter of additional car fare immediate attention and you doubtless 
have the notice by this time. Inclosed please find a letter in regard to a personal 
matter which may prove of some interest to you. If you are so situated as to be able 
to rive the matter any consideration, it would be very gratifying. I trust that you 
will take hold of the matter and dispose of a block of the treasury shares. Hoping 
to hear from you in the premises. 

These letters plainly indicate that when postmasters were asking for 
allowances that were under the control of Hedges he was continually 
importuning them to invest in his mining schemes. 

H^ges states (Exhibit M-1) that he believed that literature sent in 
this way to postmasters would be given more attention than if it had 
been sent as a private individual. It therefore seems clearly estab- 
lished that Hedges did use his official position in order to induce post- 
masters to invest in his mining schemes. 

It was also alleged that Hedges had loaned his official commission. 
This seems to be established by the following letters: 
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On September 17, 1899, he wrote to Waldo W. Valentine, a clerk 
in the New York post-office, detailed to assist Hedges in preparing 
his report, as follows: 

Yours of Friday, the 15th, with the inclosures did not reach me until Saturday 
evening, when I returned from downtown. It was then too late to send my com- 
mission over with any certainty that it would reach you on Sunday. Had I known 
a day earlier that Mrs. Valentine was coming over and that you wanted to run over, 
I should have been glad to have sent my book. 

On October 1, 1899, he again wrote Valentine: 

Inclosed find book. I should like to see you Tuesday, and think I will view 
parade from our office. There will be room there also for your folks. 

Hedges admits (Exhibit M-6) that he did loan his traveling commis- 
sion to Valentine. 

The gravest oflFense committed by Hedges, however, was the falsi- 
fying of his official diary, while assistant superintendent, in order to 
collect per diem to which he was not entitled. Under the provisions 
of the appropriation bill, assistant superintendents are entitled to a 

Eer diem of $4 ^'when actually traveling on business of the Post- 
Iffice Department." 

On December 5 and 6, 1899, in his diary, Hedges reported himself 
'' at San Antonio, Tex., on official business;" and on the 7th *' at San 
Antonio, Tex., investigating carrier seiTice," while in fact he was not 
at San Antonio, Tex. , on any of those days, but in Mexico, looking 
after private business matters. 

On December 7, 1899, he wrote a letter from Chihuahua, Mexico, to 
which he attached the following postscript : 

At the ofiice I am supposed to be still in Texas. 

Yet in submitting his pay account for December, 1899, he stated 
under oath that he had been " actually traveling on the business of the 
Free-Delivery Service " during the days he was in Mexico. 

In an affidavit (Exhibit M-4) Hedges admits that in October, 1900, 
he made a trip from El Paso, Tex., to Sonora, Mexico, consuming two 
days on personal business, and that be collected per diem for both 
days by stating in his official diary that he was at El Paso, Tex. , en- 
gaged upon official business. 

On October 24, 1900, Hedges wrote Valentine from Chicago, 111., as 
follows: 

I returned from Missouri and the West on Monday evening. Am at headquarters 
here for a few days. Am going to Mansfield to-night with my uncle, Senator Hanna, 
Heath, and others, to attend Mr. Sherman's funeral. 

He admits (Exhibit M-6) that he was in Chicago on the 24th, the day 
he wrote the letter, and that he spent the 25th at Mansfield, Ohio, 
attending the funeral of ex-Secretary Sherman. Yet in his official 
diary he stated under oath that on the 24th he was " traveling enroute 
north, Joplin, Mo.," and on the 25th, "Joplin, Mo., extension of 
Free-Delivery Service." 

Hedges also falsified his accounts frequently by reporting himself 
elsewhere when he was in the city of Washington, serving as Acting 
SuDerintendent of Free-Delivery. 

On October 19, 1899, he wrote to Valentine as follows: . 

Yours of yesterday at hand this a. m. with inclosures. I have been getting data 
for annual report and must now get away to write something. I will leave m the 
morning with Mrs. Moodie for Atlantic City for a few days — her physician says she 
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must get away. Don't know yet at what hotel we shall stop. Please send my mail 
to me in care of the postmaster, Mr. Devine, who will see that it promptly finds me. 
Here, at the oflQce, the impression is that I have returned to New York; therefore 
General Heath or Captain Fowler would communicate with me via New York in case 
they sent any message. 

In his affidavit (Exhibit M-6) he admits that on the following day, 
October 20, he went to Atlantic City, as indicated in the above Tetter. 
Yet in his official diary for that day he states under oath that he was in — 

New York, collection service at branch stations 1 and J. 

Many dates could be cited showing that at different times he reported 
himself in New York, Philadelphia, Bridgeport, Conn., and other cities, 
when in fact he was in Washington. His purpose in making such 
false statements w'as to collect per diem, to whicn he was not entitled. 

The above facts were submitted on July 22, 1903, to the Postmaster- 
General, who immediately ordered his dismissal from the service. 

CHARLES T. MXOY. 

Charles T. McCoy was appointed an assistant superintendent of free- 
delivery on January 2, 1900. During the progress of this investiga- 
tion it came to the knowledge of the Department that he also had 
made false entries in his diary for the purpose of collecting per diem 
to which he was not entitled. 

The case was investigated by Inspectors Sutton, Jones, and Bennett, 
whose report is submitted herewith (Exhibits M-9 and M-10). Their 
investigation disclosed that at various times McCoy had reported him- 
self as " engaged in traveling upon the business of the Free-Delivery 
Service " when he was not. 

The inspectors recommended McCoy's removal, in which recom- 
mendation I concurred. McCoy, on October 17, however, submitted 
his resignation, and in consideration of his services as a Union soldier 
in the war of the rebellion he was permitted to resign. 

H. H. RAND. 

H. H. Rand was appointed an assistant superintendent of the Salary 
and Allowance Division on April 1, 1902, and assigned to the office of 
the Postmaster-General to perform such services as the Postmaster- 
General might direct. 

It has been charged that Rand was interested in the promotion of 
numerous speculative enterprises, mostly mining companies; that he 
used his official position to mduce departmental employees to invest 
in his schemes; that at his request a departmental clerk was assigned 
to do his stenographic work, which consisted almost wholly of letters 
relating to his private business; that he, in the capacity of a lobbyist, 
aided in the passage of what is known as the Parrish ice claim. 

By direction of the Postmaster-General an investigation was made 
of these charges, Inspectors Sutton, Bennett, and Jones being assigned 
to the case. Their report is submitted herewith, marked "Exhibit N." 

MINING COMPANIES. 

It appears that in the spring of 1902 A. W. Machen, John D. King 
(employed in the Rural Free-Delivery Division), and H. H. Rand bought 
trom Dr. S. W. Scott an alleged copper mine in Mexico. A com- 

S. Doc. 151 9 
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pany called the National Capital Copper Mining Conapany was organ- 
ized and chartered under the laws of the State of Virginia, with a capital 
stock of $150,000. The directors were A. W. Machen, H. H. Rand, 
J. D. King, H. M. Baker, David Fenton, George E. Lorenz, Thack- 
eray E. Lee, F. M. Criswell, and S. W. Scott. Machen was elected 
? resident, Rand vice-president, King secretary, and Baker treasurer, 
he price of the stock was fixed at 37i cents per share, and each one 
of the directors took a small amount. 

All persons who were supposed to have knowledge as to Rand's 
having solicited departmental employees to buy the stock were inter- 
viewed by the inspectors (Exhibit N). 

J. J. Howley, chief clerk to the First Assistant Postmaster-General, 
says (Exhibit N-4) that shortly after Rand came to Washington he 
told him he had an option on a mining property in Mexico, and was 
looking for some one with $2,000 to go into it with him, at the same 
time asking him if he had that amount. 

Mae C. Wood states (Exhibit N-6) that when she, as stenogi'apher, 
was writing letters for Rand, he talked to her about buying some stock 
in his mines, but that she declined to make the investment. 

Clara C. Bangs states (Exhibit N-5) that soon after Rand came here 

he asked me if any of the people around here had any money. I replied that I 
thought Machen and Beavers had it all. Not long, as I remember, after that he 
informed me one day that they had ** made Machen president of our mining com- 
pany. ^^ This was a long time before the company was mcorporated and now known 
as the National Capital Copper Mining Company. 

She further states that he told her that the stock of this company 
was advancing rapidly, and that it would be a good thing for her to 
put some money into it. 

gf E. F. Warren, a laborer in the Department building, stated that on 
one occasion Rand, in passing him, handed him a circular bearing 
upon some mining company, but that he did not ask him to purchase 
any stock. 

; AH officers or employees of the Department who own stock declared 
that they did not buy it from Rand, nor were they ever solicited by 
him to buy stock. 

"^ D. H. Fenton, law clerk in the Sixth Auditor's office, says that 
Machen first called his attention to the stock, and that he purchased it 
after he discovered that ex-Congressman H. M. Baker was interested 
in the company; but that he never was solicited by Rand. Others said 
that Machen had advised them to buy stock, but that they had never 
been approached upon the subject by Rand. 

The inspectors interviewed about thirty other clerks whom it was 
alleged Rand had asked to buy stock, but, except Howley, Miss Wood, 
and Mrs. Bangs, they all denied that he had ever solicited them to buy 
stock in any mining company. 

The directors of the National Capital Copper Mining Company had 
frequent conferences, usually at the Department, in Rand's room, 
sometimes in Machen's or King's. Rand, Machen, and King state that 
such meetings were always after office hours. Miss Wood and 
Mrs. Bangs state that usually they were during office hours. In addi- 
tion to this copper mine. Rand seems to have been interested in two 
Mexican haciendas and to have owned stock in the Hidalgo Mining 
Company, of Mexico, and several other companies. He also endeav- 
ored to interest frienas in two marble companies, one in Colorado and 
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the other in Virginia; a Coppermine at Mount Washington, Md.; a 
smoke-consuming device, which he discovered at Baltimore, and other 
enterprises of a similar character. He was also interested with a 
Mr. Everett in a trust company at Chicago. 

A letter was sent (Exhibit N-10) to all the postmasters at free-deliv- 
ery post-offices in the country, inquiring if any officer of the Depart- 
ment had ever solicited them or any employees in their offices to 
purchase stock in any mining company or other enterprise, and none 
of their answers indicate that Rand ever tried to interest them in any 
of his companies. The only evidence that Rand solicited clerks in 
the Department to buy his stocks is that contained in the statements of 
Howley, Mrs. Bangs, and Miss Wood. 

USE OF DEPARTMENT CLERK FOR PRIVATE WORK. 

Mrs. Bangs states that she is a stenographer and telegrapher in the 
office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General; that Rand required 
so much of her time to attend to his correspondence relating to pri- 
vate schemes that she was compelled to complain to J. J. Howley, 
chief clerk to the First Assistant Postmaster-General, stating that she 
could not do Rand's work and keep up her regular office duties; that 
after such complaint she was relieved by Miss Mae C. Wood, a clerk 
in the Money-Order Division, being assigned as Rand's stenographer. 

Miss Wood states that her time was taken up almost wholly with cor- 
respondence relating to Rand's private business. She was afterwards 
succeeded by W. R. Mackrille, a clerk in the Rural Free- Delivery 
Division. Mackrille (Exhibit N-7) says that Rand did very little writ- 
ing, and that what he did referred mostly to official business which 
hfiS apparently been assigned him by the Postmaster-General; but 
that occasionally he wrote letters relating to Rand's private business. 
It appears, therefore, that Rand did ask the stenographer assigned him 
to write his personal letters; and that there is a conflict of statements 
as to the amount of time consumed by the clerks in this work. 

PARRISH ICE CLAIM. 

During the last session of Congress a bill was passed authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to pay a claim which J. W. Parrish alleged 
was due nim for furnishing ice to the Government during the late 
civil war. Parrish formerly lived at Madison, Wis., and is an 
acquaintance of Rand. The allegation has been made that Rand aided 
him in securing the passage of this bill by importuning members of 
Congress and Senators in its behalf. Where it was practicable, the 
members of the Committee on Claims of both the House and Senate 
were interviewed by the inspectors, and their answers are submitted 
herewith, marked ''Exhibit N-12." Nine members of the Senate com- 
mittee and 14 members of the House committee answered, and all 
stated, to the best of their knowledge and recollection, that Rand never 
appeared before the committee nor spoke to them personally in regard 
to the bill. 

It seems that Charles Hedges, late superintendent of city free deliv- 
ery, did speak to some members of Congress in behalf of the passage 
of this bill; but there is no evidence that Rand asked any member of 
Coneress to vote for the measure. 

me C. Wood, who seems to be hostile to R^nd, delivered to J. J. 
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Howley, chief clerk to the First Assistant Postmaster-General, copies 
of letters taken from her notebooks while she was serving as Rand's 
stenographer, indicating that he had been in correspondence with 
Harrison J. Barrett and others in regard to cases pending before the 
Department against ''get-rich-quick" concerns; but it seems that these 
letters were written to secure information in regard to the attitude of 
the Department toward a number of alleged building associations 
which were doing business in Kansas Citj^, Mo. This information 
was desired by Everett, president of the trust company in which Rand 
was interested, in Chicago, an institution that appears to be doing a 
legitimate business. It does not appear that Rand was ever interested 
in any of these cases, nor that he was seeking in any way to influence 
the action of the Assistant Attorney-GeneraPs Office. 

It does appear, however, that Rand has been indiscreet in his rela- 
tions with certain departmental officials. He became an intimate 
friend and partisan of A. W. Machen, but that was probably more 
through the designs of Machen than Rand. Machen, alwaj's anxious 
to establish close relations with powerful influences, thought that he 
saw through Rand a direct connection with the Postmaster-General, 
and therefore readily interested himself in some of his mining schemes. 
Rand probably was not aware of Machen's real purpose; but coming 
into the Department as he did, as the personal appointee of the Post- 
master-General, it is unfortunate tha^ he shoula have allied himself 
with Machen in such a way as to become his partisan defender when 
charges were filed against him. With the exceptions of the remarks 
made to Howley, Miss Wood, and Mrs. Bangs, as to the value of his 
mining stock, and the dictation of letters relating to private business 
to an official stenographer, the evidence submitted by the inspectors 
does not sustain the charges made against Rand. 

JOHN M. MASTEN. 

During the early part of the investigation the Department was 
flooded with anonymous charges against different postal employees. 
Much time was spent in investigating vague and indefinite statements. 
Two of these anonymous charges were directed against John M. Mas- 
ten, assistant superintendent Railway Mail Service, formerly chief 
clerk to the First Assistant Postmaster- General. It was alleged that 
while he was chief clerk he had solicited bribes from clerks for promo- 
tions. Inspectors Hall and Ketcham were directed to make a thorough 
investigation, and their report is submitted herewith (Exhibit O). 

C. B. Terry, a clerk in tJbe Supply Division, proved to be the author 
of the charges. He declared to the inspectors that Masten had attempted 
to force him to pay $100 to secure a promotion. He submitted a long 
statement under oath to that effect, giving details which he alleged 
could be corroborated by other clerks. The inspectors interrogated 
the clerks referred to, but they all contradicted Terry's statement on 
material points. 

Further inquiry developed that Terry, while employed as a clerk in 
the Dead-Letter Office, was most offensive to other clerks in the room 
with him; that he frequently threatened to "spit" on a female clerk 
employed in. the same division; that he would, in an irritating way, 
mock another clerk who had bronchial affection; that he had himself 
attempted to secure money from other clerks upon the pretense that 
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he could influence their promotion; and that before his entry into the 
postal service he had been imprisoned for murder committed while a 
police oflScer (Exhibit O). 

The inspectors, after a thorough investigation, found no evidence 
to sustain the charges against Masten, but did secure evidence that 
Terry had made false statements, under oath, and that he was a person 
wholly unfit for the public service. They recommended that the case 
against Masten be closed and that Terry be removed from the service ; 
in which I concur. 

Masten's connection with the contract for Bundy clocks will be dis- 
cussed in another chapter of this report. 

Terry was removed October 21, 1903. 

DIVISION OF SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES. 

George W. Beavers entered the postal service in 1881 as a clerk in 
the New York post-office at a salary of $900 per annum. In March, 
1890, he was transferred to the position of post-office inspector, in 
which capacity he served until August, 1897, when, upon the recom- 
mendation of Perry S. Heath, First Assistant Postmaster-General, he 
was appointed chief of the Salary and Allowance Division. On March 
24, 1903, when Beavers learned that an investigation of his official 
conduct had been ordered, he immediately resigned. 

While Heath was First Assistant Postmaster-General, Beavers was 
given a free hand in official matters. 

Beavers's methods of administration were reckless and without rule 
or regularity. Increases of allowances for clerk hire in post-offices 
were made as matters of favor, regardless of the necessities of the 
service. Promotions were made in the same way, little consideration 
being given to the merits of the clerk promoted. Long time leases 
for post-office premises were canceled and the rent increased upon the 
recommendation of influential Senators and Representatives, or at the 
request of prominent political leaders, sometimes without regard to 
the rental value of the premises. 

Under the latitude given him by the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, Beavers distributed the millions appropriated for salaries 
and allowances in such a way as to create a sense of personal obliga- 
tion on the part of those receiving his official favors. He was not, 
however, unmindful of his own interests. When appointed chief of 
Salaries and Allowances, the salary of that position was $2,500 per 
annum. During his incumbency it was increased, first to $3,000, 
when the title was changed to superintendent; then to $3,500, and 
finally to $4,000, with the official designation of general superintendent. 
But salary alone did not satisfy him. 

SALE OF PROMOTIONS. 

When this investigation was ordered, one of the first matters 
assigned tp the inspectors was the alleged sale of promotions to post- 
office clerks in New York City, Jerse}^ City, and Bayonne, N. J. 
Beavers took an active interest in the National Association of Post- 
Office Clerks. The ordinary dues of membership in that association 
are li^ht, as its legitimate expenses are small. While Beavers was 
Supermtendent of Salaries and Allowances a fund was created, known 
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as the "legislative fund." Contributions were asked upon the repre- 
sentation that thejr were necessary in order to secure the passage of a 
law by Congress increasing the pay of post-office clerks. 

Otto F. Weis, a clerk in the registry division of the New York post- 
office, an intimate friend of Beavers, whose salary has been advanced 
under his r%ime from $1,200 to $1,800, was made chairman of the 
legislative committee of the association. Weis called for contribu- 
tions, and stated (Exhibit P-l)that he collected from $8,000 to $10,000 
for this fund. His bank account, however, at the Colonial Trust 
Company, where these funds were deposited, beginning with February 
18, 1899, aggregates $19,154.01; ana I am of the opinion that this 
represents the amount of his collections. He states that he used about 
$3,000 of this money for expenses, and that the balance, amounting to 
$6,000 or $7,000, he paid to Benjamin Parkhurst, of Washington, D. C, 
who also was an intimate friend of Beavers. Parkhurst was for years 
superintendent of a station of the Washington City post-office. He 
declined to state what he did with the money paid him by Weis. 
Parkhurst himself has a bad reputation. He was retained in the 
service and promoted through the influence of Beavers, and without 
his support would have been removed for intoxication and neglect of 
duty upon more than one occasion (Exhibit P-9). On April 2 of this 
year he was removed from the service for a most revolting act of 
immomlity. 

During the investigation many of the clerks in the New York, 
Jersey City, and Bavonne post-offices were examined under oath 
(Exhibits P-2, P-3, P-^, and P-5). Three state (Exhibit P-3) that they 
were told by friends of Weis that if they would join " his association" 
and contribute to the legislative fund they would receive a promotion 
of $100 July 1, 1900; but the}^ declined, and were not promoted. 
Seven clerks state (Exhibit P-2) that they paid the amounts requested 
of them and were promoted as promised. In nearly all of these cases 
those who paid the money were assured that if the promotions were 
not made the money would be refunded. 

A number of promotions were made solely at the request of Weis 
(Exhibit P-6). On July 20, 1899, Weis wrote Beavers asking the 
promotion of Isaac Fisher, clerk in the New York post-office, from 
$700 to $800 per annum, and R..C. Kindred from $800 to $900. The 
next day the postmaster was directed, in a letter initialed by Beavers 
and signed by the First Assistant Postmaster-General, to make the pro- 
motions. These clerks both contributed to the legislative fund wnich 
Weis was collecting. In time it became quite generally understood 
in the New York post-office that promotions could be secured by join- 
ing the association and contributing to Weis's legislative fund. 

In October, 1899, Weis suggested to Frank C. Hay, a clerk in the 
Jersey City post-office, that he could have the salaries of the clerks in 
Jersey City and neighboring post-offices increased $100 per year upon 
the payment of 2i per cent of their salaries. Hay states (Exhibit P-4) 
that Weis told him this money was to be paid to Beavers, after deduct- 
ing the expenses for collecting. A number of clerks in Jersey City 
and Bayonne were interviewed by Hay, and shortly after he collected 
and turned over to Weis the following amounts: 

E. H. Whitney, assistant postmaster, Bayonne |25. 00 

Bertram Cubberley, clerk, Bayonne 12. 50 

Simeon Bullen, clerk, Jersey City 25. 00 

James A. Coyle, clerk, Jersey City 25.00 
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and $35 which he contributed himself. Joseph F. Hart, a clerk in the 
Jersey City post-office, paid Weis $25 direct. All these persons were 
promised promotions and told that if the promotions were not received 
the money would be returned (Exhibit P-4). The assistant postmas- 
ter and clerk at Bayonne were promoted; and Beavers, in a letter 
dated June 1, 1900, to the postmaster at Jersey City, directed the pro- 
motion of Hay, Haii), Bullen, and Coyle. The letter besran as follows" 
(Exhibit P-7): 

In compliance with your recommendation, the iol lowing changes in your roster of 
clerks are approved. 

The roster referred to contained the names of Hay, Hart, and Bul- 
len. But the postmaster had not recommended the promotion of these 
three clerks; he had, however, recommended the promotion of Coyle. 
Upon receipt of Beavers's letter the postmaster entered a vigorous pro- 
test against the promotion of Hay, Hart, and Bullen without his 
recommendation, and sent E. W. WooUey, his assistant, to Washington 
to confer with the Department in regard to the matter. WooUey 
called upon Beavers ana told him that the postmaster objected to the 

Promotion of these clerks and insisted that they be not advanced over 
is objection (Exhibit P-l). Beavers then stated that the papers had 
been completed; that he had granted an increase to these three clerks 
at the request of the clerks' association. WooUey, however, still 
insisted that their names be taken off the list and the promotions can- 
celed. Beavers did not care further to resist the positive stand the 
postmaster had taken, and on June 29 he canceled the promotions in 
a letter as follows (Exhibit P-7): 

In compliance with your request of the 23d instant, the increases in salaries of S. 
Bullen, Joseph F. Hart, and Frank C. Hay, in the sum of $100 per annum each, as 
authorized by my letter of the 1st instant, are hereby canceled. 

Soon after this letter was written, Weis returned the money which 
he had collected from Hay, Bullen, and Hart; but the money con- 
tributed by Coyle was not returned, his promotion not having been 
canceled. 

Weis admits that he paid Parkhurst about $8,000 to promote legisla- 
tion, that he visited Washington numerous times for that purpose, 
and that he and Parkhurst occasionally had conferences with Beavers. 
On the 2l8t of April, while the inspectors were making this investi- 
gation, Parkhurst went to Jersey City and sent Hay the following note 
(Exhibit P-4): 

Dear Frank: Would like to see you for a few minutes; very important. Am at 
the saloon, corner Washington and New York. Make it soon as possible, and 
answer by bearer. 

Yours, sincerely, Parkhurst. 

Shortly after the receipt of this note, Parkhurst called upon Hay 
and inquired if the inspectors had seen him and what thev were doing. 
He further asked Hay to deny everything and say that the money col- 
lected was for legislative purposes and not to secure promotions, steiting 
that Weis had agreed to make a similar statement. Parkhurst further 
said that he womd decline to give any account whatever as to what he 
had done with the money; that he was seeing all of the clerks in New 
York and Jersey City and asking them to make similar statements. 

The facts were submitted to the United States attorney for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia early in May, and he recommended against prosecution 
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upon the ground that the evidence was not suflScient to warrant crimi- 
nal action. On May 31, 1903, the statute of limitations had run against 
the last act on Beavers's part of which the inspectors had positive evi- 
dence, and further effort toward criminal process against Beavers and 
Weis in this case was dropped for that reason. I recommend, how- 
ever, that Otto F. Weis be immediately removed from the service and 
that action against all other clerks involved be suspended until the 
completion of the investigation of the New York post-office. 

CLERK HIRE. 

The appropriations for clerk hire are made under two heads: ''For 
compenisation to clerks in first and second class post-offices," and "For 
separating mails at third and fourth class post-offices." Under the 
first head provision is made for a specific number of clerks of each 
grade — that is, a certain number at $900 per annum, at $1,000 per 
annum, etc. The allotment of the salaries so provided to clerks in the 
offices throughout the country is under the direct supervision of the 
General Superintendent of Salaries and Allowances. In the case of 
third and fourth class offices a sum of mone}^ is allowed for separating 
purposes, which may be used by the postmaster in the employment of 
one or more clerks. 

In the disbursing of these appropriations great latitude is given the 
Department. The amount allowed to third and fourth class offices is 
based upon the number of pieces of mail handled in transit, or because 
of some exceptional or unusual business — that is, where star routes 
run from a third or fourth class office the postmaster is required to 
make up the mail for the offices located upon these star routes, and 
the Department may make him an allowance for the employment of a 
clerk to do that work; or if the, business of an office becomes abnor- 
mally large, because of unusual or unexpected conditions, a special 
allowance may be made for the emploj^ment of clerks to handle such 
business. By the wording of the statutes, wide discretion is given the 
Department in the assignment of this fund among the third and fourth 
class offices. 

When the postmaster at a third or fourth class office asks for an 
allowance for clerk hire the rule of the Department is to require him 
to count the number of pieces of transit mail handled during a stated 
period, and his report of the result becomes the basis for the allow- 
ance. If for any reason the count is believed to be erroneous a sx)ecial 
investigation is made. 

When additional clerical help is required at an office because of 
unusual conditions, as at summer resorts, or such as caused by the rush 
to the gold fields of Alaska, or to the newly opened lands in Oklahoma, 
a report is required upon which the Department may base an allowance 
for the proper transaction of the postal business. 

After Beavers became chief of the salary and allowance division 
little consideration was given to the rules for the assignment of clerk 
hire. If for any reason he did not care to make an allowance requested, 
the rule of the Department would be given as a reason for declinini^, 
but he never permitted the rules to interfere with any allowance that 
he desired to make. 

The appropriation for clerk hire of all kinds was in one lump sum 
until 1898, when it was segregated, and $750,000 provided for clerK hire 
at third and fourth class offices. The amount has been increased year by 
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year until it is now $1,300,000. This appropriation, averaging over a 
million dollars annually, has been distributed by Beavers largely by 
personal favor. If a Senator, member of Congress, or any prominent 
politician, reauested an increase in the clerk hire allowed a postmaster, 
Beavers usually complied, regardless of the merits of the case. When 
such a request came from an influential member of Congress, Beavers 
would frequently write him, stating that while under the rules the 
postmaster was not entitled to the amount asked, yet — 
because of your personal interest in the matter the allowance has been made. 

The postmaster would then be advised that, ''at the earnest solicita- 
tion of Congressman Blank," his clerk hire had been advanced, etc. 

The distribution of large appropriations of public money as matters 
of personal favor, regardless of departmental rules and in violation of 
the law, can not be condoned. To illustrate (Exhibit Q): 

At Lestershire, N. Y., on March 1, 1902, the postmaster asked for 
an allowance for clerk hire, which request was supplemented by a 
recommendation from the Member of Congress. The postmaster was 
directed to make a count of the transit mail handled, and in reply he 
advised the Department that his office was not a distributing office. 
No unusual conditions prevailed at this office, and under the law it was 
not entitled to clerk hire ; yet an allowance of ^300 per annum was made. 

At Dysart, Iowa, the Member of Congress representing the district 
recommended that if it could consistently be done the postmaster be 
granted clerk hire. The office is not a distributing office and no 
unusual conditions prevailed, yet an allowance of $300 was made. 

At Phoebus, Va., the postmaster asked for clerk hire, and on April 
3, 1900, he was allowed $200. On June 30, 1900, he applied for an 
additional increase because of the summer business; and without any 
investigation the allowance was advanced from $200 to $400, and on 
March 1, 1901, the allowance was increased to $600. The gross 
receipts for the quarter ended June 30, 1902, were $671.31; for the 
quarter ended September 30, 1902 (the summer quarter), $593.79, 
showing that while an increase of $400 per annum was given this post- 
master because of increased summer business, in fact there was a 
decrease in the business of his office during the summer months. 

Pinckneyyille, 111., was receiving $80 per annum for handling tran- 
sit mail. The postmaster, on February 27, 1899, asked for an addi- 
tional allowance, and a count was ordered. Upon receiving the report 
of the postmaster his allowance was increased to $110 per annum, 
though the record shows that under the rules the count entitled him to 
$190 per annum. In April, 1902, the postmaster asked for another 
increase. He was directed to make a count. This was done, and the 
report showed the office entitled to $340 per annum. In the meantime 
the Member of Congress recommended that the clerk hire be advanced 
from $110 to $650, and his recommendation was complied with. Thus, 
$300 more than the office was entitled to was now given this postmas- 
ter, who formerly had been unable to get what was due under the 
Department's rules. After Beavers's resignation the clerk hire at this 
office was reduced from $650 to $110 per annum. The postmaster com- 
plained of this action by the D^artment, and the matter was referred 
to an inspector for investigation. On September 5, 1903, the inspector 
in his report (Exhibit Q-11), referring to the postmaster, said: 

He candidly stated to me that he was somewhat surprised when he was officially 
informed that said allowance had been increased from $110 to $650, as he did not 
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expect this apparent large increase. However, he believed that he was entitled to 
a larger allowance than he had been receiving prior to July 1, 1902. 

At Tryon, N. C, a fourth-class post-office, on August 23, 1897, the 
postmaster applied for clerk hire. A count was ordered, and the 
report indicated the post-office was entitled to $140 per annum for sep- 
arating purposes, tlpon the recommendation of Harrison J. Barrett 
$250 per annum was allowed, which in September, 1898, was increased 
to $600. 

The postmaster at Duquoin, 111., in December, 1901, wrote Senator 
Mason and asked him to secure $500 per annum for clerk hire, prom- 
ising that if he should do so he would devote his time to the Senator's 
campaign for reelection. 

The Senator referred the letter, without comment, to Beavers. The 

fostmaster was directed to keep a count of the transit mail handled, 
n answer to this he submitted ti statement showing the local work of 
his office. He was informed that no clerk hire could be allowed under 
the law for local work, and that he should submit a statement of the 
amount of transit mail handled. To this the postmaster never replied, 
but on March 13, 1902, the Member of Congress recommended that an 
allowance of $500 per annum for clerk hire be given this office, and 
the request was complied with. On January 5, 1903, without further 
inquiry as to the amount of mail handled, the clerk hire was increased 
to $700, and on February 13, six weeks later, it was again increased to 
$900. Under the rules of the salary and allowance division this 
office, on the basis of a count made in August, 1903, is entitled to $60 
per annum. 

John W. Langley, appointment clerk of the Census Office, on 
December 6, 1900, requested an increase in the allowance for clerk hire 
at Prestonsburg, Ky . , the postmaster being his sister. The allowance 
at that time was $240. A count was ordered, and the report showed 
the office entitled to an allowance of $250 per annum, but an allow- 
ance of $500 was made. In February, 1902, upon the recommendation 
of Mr. Langley, the allowance was increased to $700. 

In May, 1900, the Member of Congress recommended that the allow- 
ance for separating purposes at Conyers, Ga. , which was then $40 a 
year, be increased. A count was ordered, and the report showed the 
office entitled to $160 per annum; only $100, however, was allowed. 
The Congressman, on November 29, 1901, called personally, and as a 
result the allowance was increased on December 10, 1901, to$820. This 
increase of $720 was paid to a clerk recommended by the Congressman. 
On July 1 , 1902, the clerk who had been receiving the $720 was transferred 
to a position in another office and the allowance was then reduced to 
$100 per annum. In August, 1902, a CK)unt was made that indicated 
the office was entitled to $210 per annum, and $200 was allowed. The 
above plainly demonstrates that the $720 allowance was made to give a 
clerk emplo3^ment and not because of the amount of work in the office. 

The office at Herndon, Va., has had an allowance of $100 per annum 
for clerk hire since October, 1897. On June 26, 1902, the postmaster 
was directed to employ Mrs. Laura M. Landreau as a temporary clerk 
in his office for two months, and was, authorized to expend $100 for 
that purpose. Her services were continued by order of the Depart- 
ment, from month to month, until April 30, 1903, when they were 
discontinued. The inspector in investigating this case says: 

It will be noted that in the period, July 1, 1902, to April 30, 1903, the small 
(fourth-class) post-office at Herndon, Va., has been authorized to pay Mrs. Laura 



Digitized by 



Google 



INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEPT. 135 

M. Landreau $470 as temporary clerk. The payment ceased April 30, 1903. In the 
meaatime Mrs. E. G. Sweetzer, postmaster, hps been allowed at the rate of |I00 per 
year for clerical assistance. 

As a matter of fact, postmaster states that Mrs. Landreau as a general thing did 
little or nothing. She came into the office now and then, and, in emergencies, has 
been known to remain all day in the office. Her services were surperfluous, and it 
was understood by the postmaster, by the public, and by Mrs. Landreau herself 
that the money was paid to her as a gift and in no sense of the word for services 
rendered the post-office establishment. 

At Port Deposit, Md., the postmaster was receiving an allowance of 
$60 per annum for separating purposes. On February 13, 1903, the 
Member of Congress asked tnat on account of increased business the 
allowance be made $500, and that Ethel W. Colvin be designated as 
the clerk at that salary. On February 17 he was advised that the 
increase had been authorized to take effect March 1. On February 27, 
the postmaster having refused to appoint Miss Colvin, the Congressman 
wrote, stating that fact and suggesting that the allowance be reduced 
to $60, which was immediately done. 

Rockville, Md., July 1, 1897, was allowed $300 clerk hire. On April 
18, 1899, this amount was increased without application from the post- 
master from $300 to $900, and he was directed to appoint Frank M. 
Page, of Norbeck, Md., as a clerk in his office. On August 17 of the 
same year the amount Was increased from $900 to $1,400 per annum. 
May 29, 1900, an inspector reporting on this office (Exhibit Q-2) stated: 

Since September 27, 1899, three clerks have been employed in this third-class oflBice, 
with the postmaster's salary only $1,400— F. M. Page, |600; W. L. Bean, $400, and 
John J. Higgins, $400, until Mr. Page was transferred April 5, 1900. 

Comparing the amount of work performed at this oflBce with other services of the 
same class tne clerk-hire allowance is $1,000 more than the service requires, and I 
therefore recommend that it be reduced to $400. 

On June 14, Page having been transferred elsewhere, the allowance 
was reduced to $800. On February 1, 190^ it was increased to $1,100. 
After Beavers's resignation on June 8, the allowance was fixed upon 
the basis of work required at $360 per annum. 

The foregoing cases refer to clerk hire in third and fourth class 
offices. A hundred other similar cases could be cited. The millions 
that have been appropriated for that purpose during the last four 
years have been used by Beavers largely as an official perquisite for 
the benefit of his personal and political friends. The necessities of 
the service and the rights of postmasters, based upon the amount of 
work performed, have been given little consideration. 

OFFICES OP FIEST AND SECOND CLASS. 

It was, however, in offices of the first and second classes that Beavers 
reached his climax of reckless and criminal waste in the matter of 
clerk hire. Clerks were appointed in post-offices without evidence 
that any additional clerical help was needed, and sometimes over the 
protest of the responsible head of the office. Promotions were made 
without consulting the postmaster. Clerks were placed upon the ros- 
ters of post-offices and paid, although no service was rendered. In 
some instances this was done with the consent of postmasters, and 
sometimes over their protests. Changes were made in the titles of 
clerks or employees in offices in order to increase their salary (Exhibit 
Q-6), while the duties performed would remain the same. To illustrate: 

W. Scott Towers was superintendent of Station C, of the Washing- 
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ton post-office. The salary of this position is fixed by law at $2,000 
per annum. On May 1, 1902, his roster title was changed to that of 
^'cashier," and his salary advanced to $2,200, and on January 1, 1903, 
increased to $2,500. He still remained superintendent of the station 
and never performed any of the duties of cashier. The change in 
roster title was solely for the purpose of giving him more salary than 
the position he held entitled him to. 

Cashiers have been appointed at post-offices where their services 
were neither needed nor desired by the postmaster. Numerous 
instances of this kind appear on the rolls of the first-class post-offices 
throughout the country. In five first-class post-offices assistant post- 
masters have been designated as cashiers, for the sole purpose of giv- 
ing them larger salaries than they were entitled to under the law. 
Forty-eight clerks at first-class post-offices have been receiving sala- 
ries of from $100 to $400 per annum in excess of what their roster 
titles show them entitled to. 

The wholesale disregard of the regulations by departmental officers 
has been considered by some postmasters as license for them to follow 
the same practices, and has created in the minds of many postal 
employees loose notions of official integritv. 

At Seymour, Ind. , the postmaster, on October 14, 1899, asked for 
an additional clerk and recommended the appointment of John B. 
Shepard, at a salary of $500 per annum. On October 18, four days 
later, he was advised that the request must be declined, as the appro- 

Sriation for clerk hire for the current fiscal year was exhausted, 
light' days later, October 26, he was authorized to appoint Shepard as 
a stamper at $500 per annum. On November 21, less than a month 
later, J. G. Wheaton was appointed a stamper at $600 per annum. 
On October 30 the postmaster was authorized to appoint Otto B. 
Weik as a stamper m the same office at $600 per annum. And on 
December 4 George A. Wiiikenhofer also was appointed a stamper at 
$600 per annum; thus within sixty days of the date that the post- 
master was advised that an additional clerk could not be allowed 
because of an exhausted appropriation, he was given four additional 
clerks. Only one of these clerks, however, Winkenhofer, was perma- 
nently retained in that office, the others having been transferred to other 
positions shortly after the office became classified, on January 15, 1900. 
On July 1, 1902, at Louisville, Ky., Ernest S. Langley was appointed 
against the wishes of the postmaster, as his private secretary, at a 
salary of $1,200 per annum. He was assigned to the position of secre- 
tary to the superintendent of the money-order division. Both the 
superintendent and postmaster state that Langley is worthless as a 
clerk (Exhibit Q-3) and does not earn $500 a year. 

At Wauwatosa, Wis., Walter J. Thomas was appointed stamx)er at 
$600 per annum Ma}^ 5, 1902. He was sworn in on June 13, and drew 
pay from that date to April 1, 1903, although he performed no service 
except to go to the office occasionally and draw his pay. The 
postmaster protested against payment to Thomas when no service was 

¥erformed, but he was directed by Beavers to pay him his salary, 
homas was paid in all $479.67, for which he rendered no service. 
The inspector who investigated the case (Exhibit Q-7) recommends 
that Thomas be required to reimburse the Department in that amount, 
and the case was referred to the Auditor for his consideration. 
On January 12, 1899, the postmaster at Fredonia, N. Y. , was directed 
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to appoint Minerva Jeflfrey as a clerk in his oflSce at the rate of $600 
per annum (Exhibit Q-5). The postmaster states that he ilever saw 
Minerva Jeffrey; that she did no work in his office, but that she drew 
pay from January 15, 1899, to June 15, 1899, $251.66 in ail; that her 
payments were sent by check to Washington. An examination of 
Beavers's bank account shows that these checks were deposited in his 
personal account. She was afterwards transferred from the rolls of 
the Fredonia office to Burlington, Vt., and her salary fixed at $1,200 
per annum. In that office she rendered service. On March 11, 1903, 
she was transferred to the New York post-office, where she is now 
employed. 

Maurice Hooker was appointed a laborer in the post-office at Fre- 
donia, N. Y., at $400 per annum, on January 1, 1902, and though he 
did no work in the office he drew pay at that rate until June 30, 1903, 
amounting to $600. He employed a substitute for a part of the time 
at an expense of about $150. 

At Fredonia, N. Y., on October 11, 1898, the postmaster was directed 
to appoint Frank P. Ball as laborer, at a salary of $600 per annum, 
whicn he did; and Ball was carried on the rolls at that rate from Octo- 
ber 12, 1898, to December 31, 1902, and paid $2,532.07, for which he 
rendered no service whatever, being engaged most of the time in the 
ticket-brokerage business at Dunkirk, N. Y. This period covers a 
part of the terms of two postmasters; both of them, however, certified 
Ball as regularly employed. 

The Auditor was notified of this irregularity, and as a result a draft 
was drawn against the late postmaster, Arthur R. Moore, for the 
amount paid Ball while he was postmaster, $647.28, which was promptlj^ 
paid. The remainder, $1,881:. 79, has been charged against the account 
of the present postmaster, Melville H. Taylor, which he promises to 
pay as soon as he can secure the money. 

At Dunkirk, N. Y. (Exhibit Q-9), John A. Link was appointed a 
laborer in the post-office on May 1, 1898, at $600 per annum, and drew 
pay until June 3'^\ 1903, without rendering service. He was a barber 
and continued to work at his trade during all that time. He received in 
all $3,100.55, less about $171 paid for a substitute by Postmaster 
Barnard ; of this, $2,626.09 was paid while F. C. Nagle was postmaster, 
and the remainder, $474.46, during the term of F. B. Barnard, the 
incumbent. 

This case was reported to the Auditor and drafts drawn for the above 
amounts. Nagle, the late postmaster, refused to pay, but Postmaster 
Barnard paid the amount due from him. Nagle, who was postmaster 
when Link was appointed, declines to state why he was placed upon 
the rolls of the office and permitted to draw pay without rendering 
any service. 

At Baltimore, Md. , on January 1, 1898, John W. Pettit was appointed 
an auxiliary clerk at $200 per annum (Exhibit Q-4). He neither per- 
formed duty nor drew pay until July 21, 1898, when his salary was 
increased, to $600 per annum, and from that date be drew pay regu- 
larly, but /performed no service whatever. On September 30, 1899, 
his roster title was changed to " bookkeeper" and hissal^rv increased 
to $1,500. This salary was paid him by the postmaster, although he 
performed no services until September 9, 1902, when two substitutes 
were appointed to do Pettit's work— one at $700 and one at $800. The 
salary was then paid to these substitutes until Mav 6, 1903, when Pettit 
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was assigned to duty. The postmaster says he protested to Beavers 
against tne appointment of tettit, stating that he was personally dis- 
tasteful to him, and that he would not permit him in the office. But 
at the same time he certified his name to the Auditor every quarter 
during the entire period as a regularly appointed clerk rendering serv- 
ice, and made no protest to the Department, as did the postmaster at 
Wauwatosa, Wis. It therefore appears that by the order of Beavers 
and the acquiescence of the postmaster, Pettit was paid $5,130.96, for 
which he performed no service whatever. This case has been referred 
to the Auditor with the recommendation that the amount be collected. 

Since the resignation of Beavers a great deal has been done by the 
Department to correct the gross administrative irregularities in regard 
to clerk hire. The cases of Fredonia, Dunkirk, and Baltimore will be 
submitted to the Department of Justice for advice as to whether 
criminal action should be brought against the parties concerned. 

There should be, either by law or departmental regulation, more 
specific rules governing the distribution of the appropriations for 
clerk hire. While both law and regulation were ignored by Beavers, 
yet it appears to me that too wide aiscretion rests with the executive 
officers in the disbursement of these large appropriations. 

LEASES. 

The leasing of premises and furnishing of light and fuel for first, 
second, and tnird class post-offices is under the immediate supervision 
of the salary and allowance division. 

The statutes limit the amount of rent to be paid for a third-class 
office to $400 per annum, and for fuel and light to $60, while the allow- 
ance for rent, fuel, and light for first and second class offices is not 
limited by law, being left to the discretion of the departmental officials. 

Formerly it was the practice of the Department m leasing prenodses 
for post-office purposes to direct an inspector to visit the city, give 
public notice, and invite proposals from the property owners. The 
inspector was required to report as to the size, quality, and rental 
value of the buildings offered, their desirability as to location, and any 
other information that would aid the Department in passing upon the 
merits of the proposals submitted. When sufficient information was 
secured, a site would be selected and a lease executed, usually for a 
period of five years, with a proviso that the Government might at any 
time cancel the lease, if the interests of the postal service required it, 
by giving three months' notice. Sometimes it was found necessary to 
omit the ''three-months' clause" in order to secure the most desirable 
location, but these instances were very rare. In 1898 a law was 
enacted authorizing the Department to make leases for a period not 
exceeding ten years. On November 2, following the enactment of 
this law, the First Assistant Postmaster-General, in a letter intended as 
a guide to inspectors when investigating lease cases, stated (Exhibit R): 

While the Department has authority to execute a lease for a period of ten years, it 
is not deemed advisable to do so, unless it can be demonstrated that a positive 
advantage to the service will be secured thereby. 

It appears, therefore, that it was the purpose of the law for the 
Department to execute leases for a period of ten years only when such 
action was advantageous to the Grovemment. This policy, however^ 
was not consistently carried out. 
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CANCELING LEASES. 



On January 12, 1899, W. Scott Towers, secretary and treasurer of 
the Union Building Company, submitted a proposal to lease premises 
consisting of a room 40 by 95 feet, with one 9i by 17 feet in the rear, 
for Station G of the Washington post-office, for $3,500 per annum. 
This proposal was accepted, and lease executed April 1, 1899, for a 
period of five years. On March 6, 1903, more than a yesLV before the 
expiration of the term of the lease, another proposal was submitted 
by Towers for a lease of the same quarters for a term of ten years at 
the same rental, with the ''three-months' clause" eliminated. This 
was accepted by Beavers on March 13, a new lease executed, and the 
old lease canceled. The only purpose Beavers possibly could have 
had in accepting this proposal was to give Towers a lease on the prem- 
ises for ten years longer and deprive the Department of the power to 
cancel it. 

At Hackensack, N. J. (Exhibit R-7), on January 1, 1901, a lease 
was executed for post-office premises at the rate of $600 per annum 
for a period of ten years. On March 15, 1902, this lease was can- 
celed, although it had run but a year, and a new lease for the same 
premises, without any additional service, was executed for a term of 
ten years at $900 per annum, the ''three-months' clause" being 
eliminated. 

At Hagerstown, Md. (Exhibit R-8), a five-year lease was executed 
July 1, 1898, at $850 per annum, including equipment, light, and heat. 
In 1901 the postmaster desired some changes in the arrangement of 
the post-office that would cost about $400. The lessor declined to 
make the alterations unless the lease should be canceled and a new one 
made at a rental of $1,100 per annum. Assistant Superintendent 
Norris, who examined the premises, reported against the change in 
the lease; but in the face of this recommendation the lease was can- 
celed a 3^ear and a half before it expired and a new one executed for a 
period of ten years at $1,100 per annum. 

At Weehawken, N. J. (Exhibit R~9), on July 1, 1900, a lease was 
executed for ten years at $500 per annum, including all equipment, 
heat, light, etc. On July 1, 1902, eight years before the lease expired, 
it was canceled and a new lease entered into for the same premises and 
the same equipment at an annual rental of $800. 

At Fredonia, N. Y. (Exhibit R-10), on April 1, 1896, a lease was 
executed for a period of five years, including light, heat, furniture, 
fixtures, and a vault, for $500 per annum. On September 1, 1899, 
almost two years before the expiration of this lease, it was canceled 
and another lease executed for the same premises at an annual rental of 
$900 per annum. For this increased rental the Department received 
no service that was not required in the canceled lease. 

At Hastings, Nebr., on May 1, 1897, a lease was entered into for 
post-office premises for a period of five years, including light, heat, 
vault, and equipment, at an annual rental of $700 per annum. In 
March, 1901, the lessor was notified that the lease would be canceled 
on June 30, almost a year before its expiration. Shortly after this a 
proposal was accepted for another building, no more desirable in any 
^ay for post-office premises, at an annual rental of $1,800, including 
equipment, heat, and light. A most vigorous protest was filed against 
this action of the Department by those interested in the canceled lease, 
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and the matter was referred to an inspector for investigation, who, on 
April 17, 1901, reported as follows: 

Viewed from the standpoint usually assumed by the Post-Office Department in the 
treatment of lease cases, and eliminating all questions of personal interest, I am 
unable to conceive what possible representations could have been made to the De- 
partment in this case to result in the entertainment and acceptance of the i)roposi- 
tion of Mr. Dietrich at the price named ($1,800 per annum). The proposition is 
exorbitant, and the location one that, if in competition with other propositions offer- 
ins: central locations at two-thirds the price asked, could not conscientiously be con- 
sidered, except in the case of nominal rental for the same. * * * My best 
judgment in this case, after a careful study of the same, prompts me to make the 
following recommendations : 

First. That the lease at present in force be allow^ed to continue until the time of 
expiration (May I, 1902), even though it should become necessary (by reason of the 
serving of the notice that the same would be canceled June 30, 1901) to pay an addi- 
tional rate of $200 per annum. * * * 

Second. That when the proper time arrives for the consideration of a new lease for 
the premises for the use of the Post-Office Department at Hastings, Adams County, 
Nebr., that it be brought to the attention of the public through the customary adver- 
tisement and otherwise given the treatment usually accorded such cases. 

The recommendations in this report were not followed, but the price 
of the new site was reduced to $1,300 per annum, with the proviso that 
the Department should pay the expense of moving and installing the 
equipment and provide heat and light. The office was moved at an 
expense to the Department of $746. After viewing the premises to 
determine whether the terms of the proposal had been complied with, 
the same inspector, who in the meantime had become an assistant 
superintendent of salaries and allowances, reported that: 

The foundation for a respectable post-oflBce in this instance is lacking, and as a 
business proposition from the standpoint of the Department the situation is far from 
being satisfactory to me. The question of the legality of a contract with a Senator- 
elect is a matter that should receive consideration in connection with this case. 

This lease has never been executed by the Postmaster-General, 
though the office was moved and the Department has been paying for 
over two years this adv^anced rent of $600 per annum for less desirable 
premises, with an additional expense of $200 for heat and light. 

At Piqua, Ohio, in February, 1898, five proposals for a five-year lease 
were submitted, all agreeing to furnish complete equipment, heat and 
light, at $1,000, $900, $860, $900, and $1,000, respectively. The 
proposition of William P. Orr at $1,000 was accepted and a lease 
executed. On December 21, 1899, after it had run less than two 
years, this lease was canceled and another executed at $1,370 per 
annum, without light, and an allowance of $200 was made for lighting 
the premises, making an expenditure of $1,570, the Department 
receiving no service additional to that required by the canceled lease. 

At Dunkirk, N. Y., a five-year lease was executed March 1, 1898, at 
$150 per annum, including fixtures, with an additional allowance of 
$115 for light and. fuel, making $565 in all. On February 21, 189.9, 
the postmaster complained that the room was inadequate, and inclosed 
a proposition from T. P. Heflferman to erect a new building and furnish 
a room therein, with furniture and heat, at $1,250 per annum. On 
February 27 the postmaster was advised that the proposal of Heffer- 
man could not be entertained, and that it was 

not deemed advisable to disturb the existing lease of the present post-office premieee, 
which lease was made about two years ago. You are further informed that the rental 
involved in Mr. Hefferman's proposition is altogether too high to receive favorable 
(consideration by the Department. 
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On December 18, 1900, the postmaster again wrote that the room was 
inadequate, and stated that — 

L. F. Stearns contemplated the construction of an office building and would like to 
use the first floor for a post-office. 

The Stearns proposal was to :^urnish a room fully equipped with 
furniture, heat, and light for an annual rental of $1,50Q. The inspec- 
tor who made the investigation, on January 5, 1901, reported: 

I informed Mr. Steams that I would submit his proposition to the Department. At 
the same time I told him that I did not believe the Department would pay that amount 
of money for rent of post-office premises at Dunkirk, N. Y., as the place was not large 
enough to warrant it. 

On January 17 the postmaster was advised: 

The rental demanded by Mr. Steams is so much of an increase over the sum now 
allowed that it is impracticable to take favorable action in the matter at this time, 
and you are requested to confer with Mr, Steams and secure, if possible, a reduction 
to at least $1,200, which is ail the Department de^ms proper to allow. 

Finally, after further correspondence (Exhibit R-5), on February 11 
the Stearns proposition,* which included a complete equipment of 
boxes, fixtures, furniture, etc., was accepted at $1,350; and on 
October 15, 1901, following', a lease for ten years was executed with 
the *•• three-months' clause" eliminated, and the office moved. On 
January 27, 1902, about three months from the date of execution of 
this lease, it was canceled and another executed at a rental of $1,500 
per annum. And again on May 14, less than four months afterwards, 
this $1,500 lease was canceled and another one executed for a period 
of ten 37^ears, at a rental of $2,000 per annum, with the "three-months' 
clause" eliminated. 

No additional service was provided for in any of the subsequent 
leases to that included in the original, at $1,350 per annum. Inspector 
Cochrane, of the New York division, in referring to this case, says 
{Exhibit R-21): 

Mr. Stearns informed me that the first contract was made at $1,350 per annum, 
but stated that there had been an inside understanding with the Government that 
the rate would be advanced; and, further, that the allowance was accordingly made 
to $1,500 per annum, and later to the present rate of $2,000 per annum. 

It will be observed that instead of using this authority given by 
Congress to make long-time leases to secure better buildings for less 
money, it has been used for the benefit of ''grafters" who seek to 
pillage the public revenue^s. Why should a lease be made at all if it 
IS to be canceled in a few months without cause? The most charitable 
conclusion that can be drawn from Beavers's action in canceling these 
leases is that by the lavish waste of the public money he sought to 
secure the good will of men prominent in political life. 

INCREASING RENTAL OVER AMOUNT OF PROPOSAL. 

As a rule, there is an active interest in every community in the loca- 
tion of the post-ofl5ce, and numerous proposals are submitted by the 
property owners. After considering the reports of the inspectors and 
accepting one of the proposals Beavers, in making the lease, fre- 
quently increased the rental above that called for by the proposal. To 
illustrate: 

At Anderson, 8. C, additional room was desired for the post-office. 

S. Doc. 151 10 
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An investigation was made by an inspector, who forwarded a proposal 
for $550 per annum and recommended its acceptance. When the lease 
was executed, however, the amount was arbitrarily increased at the 
Department to $600 per annum. 

At Appleton, Wis., a proposal was submitted to furnish premises 
for a period of five years from January 1, 1900, with complete equip- 
ment, heat, light, etc., for $1,100 per annum. After investigation 
this proposal was recommended by an inspector as second choice. It 
was accepted by the Department, but when the lease was executed it 
was maoe for a period of ten years at $1,350 per annum, with the 
^'three-months' clause" eliminated. 

At Lancaster, Ohio, on December 19, 1899, a proposal was submitted 
to lease a room in the city building for five years from April 1, 1900, 
with full equipment, heat, and light, at $500 per annum, which was 
accepted. But when the lease was executed the rental was fixed at 
$800 per annum. No additional service was secmred for the Depart- 
ment other than that provided for in the $500 proposal. 

At Lyons, N. Y. (Exhibit R-4), a proposal was submitted for prem- 
ises, including equipment, light, and heat, at $600 per annum. When 
the lease was executed the rent was increased to $800 per annum, with- 
out any additional service than that provided for under the $600 
proposal. 

At Sidney, Ohio, on June 20, 1902, four proposals were submitted 
for premises with full equipment, light and heat furnished, at $874, 
$880, $900, and $1,000, respectively. The proposal at $880 was 
accepted. When the lease was executed, January 1, 1903, the rental 
was fixed at $1,200 per annum. This was done without readvertising 
or consulting anyone interested in the other proposals that were 
rejected. 

At Plattsmouth, Nebr., the Department was paying $360 per annum 
rent and an additional allowance of $60 for fuel and light, making a 
total of $420. The owner of the building in which the office was 
located, on July 7, 1902, submitted the following proposal: 

In regard to the proposition of the rooms for post-office, I would state that the 
post-office now occupies two rooms. The intention in remodeling these rooms is to 
take out the partition and make one big room, which would be 39 by 46 feet, inside 
measurements. The new improvementi, including fixtures, etc. , and the remodeling 
of the room, as we expect to do it, would cost at least $1,500. At the present time, 
without any work being done on them at all, these rooms would rent for $60 per 
month — just what 1 ask for the post-office. As we have been unable to get a Govern- 
ment building here, we are desirous of having our post-office fixed up as conveniently 
as we can under the circumstances, and for that reason I am willing to expend this 
amount on the rooms if the Government will make a four-year lease. 

The question was investigated by an assistant superintendent, and 
the owner, in consideration of a ten-year lease, submitted a proposal at 
$700 per annum, which the assistant superintendent recommended be 
accepted. When the lease was executed the rental was increased to 
$1,200 per annum, without any additional service than that provided 
for under the $700 proposal. 

The foregoing are but samples to illustrate Beavers's methods of 
administration. The records indicate that many of these arbitrary 
increases in rent were made upon the recommendation of members of 
Congress. A list of over 40 cases is submitted (Exhibit R) where 
increase was made over the amount called for by the proposal accepted. 
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RENTALS INCBBA8ED WITHOUT CHANGING LEASE. 

Beavers would frequently increase the annual rentals without dis- 
turbing the lease or in any way changing its provisions. To illustrate: 

At xpsilanti, Mich., on July 18, 1898, the owner of the building 
where the office was located submitted a proposal for re-leasing the 

E remises at $700 per annum, an increase of ^50 over the former rental. 
>n November 17, 1898, the proposal was accepted and a lease executed 
for ten years at that amount. On March 28, 1902, five years before 
the expiration of the lease, Beavers sent the following notice to the 
Auditor: 

Referring tx) the lease of the post-oflSce premises at Ypsilanti, Mich. , on file in your 
office, I beg to inform you that it has been decided to increase the allowance for rent 
for the Ypsilanti post-office premises from $700 to $900 per annum, to take effect 
April 1, 1902. 

This additional rent has been paid ever since, for which the Depart- 
ment has received no additional service. 

On April 1, 1902, a lease for the premises occupied by Station B, 
Toledo, Ohio, was executed for a period of five years, at $500 per 
annum, to include equipment, heat, and light. On June 9 following 
the owner of the building wrote A. W. Machen and asked him to 
secure an increase in the rental to $800. This letter was indorsed as 
follows: 

Respectfully referred to Mr. George W. Beavers, with the request that the sjvme 
be given favorable consideration. 

A. W. M., General Superintendent. 

On June 26, 1902, Beavers wrote the postmaster as follows: 

Referring to the matter of the lease of the premises occupied by Station B of the 
Toledo post-office, you are informed that it has been decided to increase the rental 
from $500 to $800 per annum from July 1, 1902, to extend during the balance of the 
term of the lease — i. e., until April 1, 1906. 

And on the same date the following letter, initialed by Beavers, 
was sent to the Auditor: 

I b^ to inform you that it has been decided to increase the rental for the premises 
occupied by Station B, Toledo, Ohio, from $500 to $800 per annum, to include heat 
and light, effective July 1, 1902, and to continue during the balance of the term of 
the lease. 

This information is submitted to be placed on file with the lease in your office. . 

After the property owners in a city have been invited to submit pro- 

Eosals for leasing premises for post-oflSce purposes, and such proposals 
ave been considered by the Department, a site selected, and lease 
executed in accordance with the provisions of such proposal no depart- 
mental oflScer should increase, either by direct or indirect method, the 
rental provided for in that lease without receiving an additional 
increase of service. It would be far better to reopen the case and 
again submit the proposition to the property holders for their consid- 
eration. The arbitrary increase of rentals by departmental officers 
because of the political influence of the lessor is a flagrant injustice to 
those whose bias are rejected. It enables the man with a political or 
personal "pull" to bid lower than others and then by intrigue secure 
increased compensation. Such a policy is not only grossly unjust to 
the property owners whose proposals are submitted in good faith, but 
opens wide the doors to official corruption and fraud. 
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ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS. 



In 1901, at Beavers's solicitation, the position of assistant superin- 
tendent of the salary and allowance divLsion was created and a num- 
ber of such officers appointed to work under his direction in the 
investigation of matters relating to leases and clerk-hire. This work 
had alwa3^s been done by the regular force of inspectors who were 
under the direction of another bureau of the Department. Such an 
organization had alwavs been thought wise, the one bureau in a meas- 
ure serving as a checK upon the other. The inspector investigated 
lease cases and reported tne facts to. the Department with his recom- 
mendation. These reports were then referred to the F'irst Assistant 
Postmaster-General for his information in making the leases. If the 
inspectors discovered any irregularity in the leasing of premises, or 
failure of the lessor to fulfill his contract, he was required to report 
that fact to the Department. The inspectors, however, acted only in 
an advisory capacit}^ — they reported tne facts and made recommenda- 
tions. The decision was with the First Assistant Postmaster-Genei'al. 
He could accept, modify, or reject the inspec^tors' recommendations. 
If a report was not satisfactory to the officers of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General's bureau, a reinvestigation by another inspector 
would be requested, and in that way additional information was secured 
before the lease was executed. 

Beavers's purpose in securing assistant superintendents was to get 
control of the investigation of lease and clerk-hire cases. The recom- 
mendations of the inspectors were not always in line with his wishes, 
and their reports sometimes made it embarrassing for him in carrying 
out his schemes. After these assistant superintendents were appointed 
some of them fell into Beavers's methods of doing business. To 
illustrate: 

At Troy, N. Y. (Exhibit R-13), on April 20, 1902, a proposal was 
submitted to furnish a roorii for the Lansingburg Station for $500 per 
annmn, which, upon Assistant Superintendent White's recommenda- 
tion, was accepted. In a report dated January 6, 1903, White stated 
that while negotiating the lease it was intimated that $450 would be a 
satisfactory rate, but he says: 

It was evident to my mind at the time that the prospective lessors had a very 
indefinite idea what an equitable rate of rental would be, and I personally encouraged 
them to make it $500. 

In this report, made six months after the proposed lease had been 
accepted, Wnite further suggested that the rental be increased to $550 
per annum, and the lease was executed at that rate. 

At Penn Yan, N. Y. (Exhibit R-15), on October 1, 1902, upon the 
recommendation of White, a proposal was accepted to lease premises 
for ten years at $800 per annum. In March, 1903, White, in a report 
to Beavers, suggested that he did not think the lessor's contract was a 
very lucrative one, and that if he saw fit the rent might be increased 
to $850 or $900. 

At Little Falls, N. Y., on January 28, 1902, a proposal was accepted 
for the lease of premises with full equipment, light and heat, for a 
period of ten years, at $1,250 per annum. In equipping the building 
the lessor states his expenses were $518 more than ne had estimated 
(Exhibit R-16), and because of this additional expense Assistant 
Superintendent White in his report says that — 
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Under the circumstances now existing at Little Falls, N. Y., I am of the opinion 
that it would be no more than equitable to increase the rate of rental from $1,250 to 
$1,500 per annum, which amount I respectfully recommend as the rate of rental in 
the lease which is to be executed. 

The recommendation was approved and the lease executed for ten 
years at $1,500 per annum. The lessor doubtless would be glad to 
expend $518 more on the same terms. 

White told the inspectors that he received a request from Beavers 
by letter to recommend this increase in the rent (Exhibit R-16). 

Other matters of a routine character have come to my attention 
during this investigation that reflect upon the efficiency of Assistant 
Sui>erintendent White and others, which will be referred to the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General for his consideration. 

C0NTBA.CTS WITH CONGRESSMEN. 

Section 3739 of the Revised Statutes provides: 

No Member of or Delegate to Congress shall, directly or indirectly, himself, or by 
any other person in trust for him, or for his use, or benefit, or on his account, under- 
take, execute, hold, or enjoy, in whole or in part, any contract or agreement made 
or entered into in behalf of the United States by any officer or person authorized to 
make contracts on behalf of the United States. 

The statutes further provide: 

All contracts or agreements made in violation of this section shall be void. 

Yet in the face of this statute, Beavers has made contracts with 
members of Congress for the rental of premises, either in their own 
names, the names of their agents, or some member of their families. 

A careful investigation, however, does not show that the Govern- 
ment has been defrauded by the payment of excessive rentals to mem- 
bers of Congress either directly or indirectly. So that while the law 
has been openly violated, the Department has sustained no money loss. 
I recommend, however, that all leases where a member of Congress is 
a party be canceled and leases executed in conformity with the sSitutes. 
There is no evidence to indicate that Beavers's reckless and high- 
handed proceedings in the matter of leases was the result of any gen- 
eral scheme of corruption or blackniail on his part. There may be 
individual cases where he received money, but evidence to that effect 
has not been secured. His purpose seems to have been to place mem- 
bers of Congress and influential politicians under personal obligations 
to him. In this he was very adroit. When a member of Congress 
receives a letter from a constituent stating that the Government is 
not paying him sufficient rent for his building, it is but natural that 
the Congressman should refer that letter to the Department, asking 
that the matter be given proper consideration, and at the same time 
write his constituent that he would ''do what he could for him." 

The executive officer is expected to do his duty in accordance with 
the law and the practice of the Department. Congressmen, as a rule, 
want their constituents to have what they are justly entitled to and no 
more. It is true that there are occasional exceptions to this rule, but 
happily such exceptions are few. But whatever may be the request 
of tne Congressman, the executive officer has a plain duty which the 
member or Congress expects him to perform. Congressmen fre- 
quently ask executive officers to do things which they themselves 
would refuse to do if the responsibility of decision was upon them. 
The traditions of American politics afford many instances of this kind. 
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Beavers frequently complied with the requests of Congressmen in a 
lawless manner. He would then advise the Congressman that he had 
complied with his recommendation and also write the constituent in 
whose interests the Congressman's request had been made, that his 
rent or clerk-hire allowance, as the case might be, had been increased 
upon the recommendation of his member of Congress; to illustrate: 

At Manhattan, Kans., on February 15, 1902, a lease was executed 
for post-office premises, including equipment, heat, and light, for a 

{)eriod of ten years at $600 per annum (Exhibit R-20). After the 
ease had run a year, the lessor concluded that he would like to have 
more rent for his premises, and he wrote his member of Congress to 
that effect. The Congressman took the matter up with the Depart- 
ment, and as a result the rent was increased to $850, without any 
change in the provisions of the lease. On March 7, 1903, the following 
was written the postmaster: 

Upon the recommendation of Hon. W. A. Calderhead, it has been decided to grant 
an additional allowance for rent of the premises occupied by the post-office at Man- 
hattan in the sum of $250 per annum, effective March 1, 1903, this allowance being 
in addition to the sum authorized under the lease, viz, $600 per annum, including 
equipment, heat, light, etc., for a term of ten years from February 15, 1902. You 
are therefore authorized to pay rental at the rate of $850 per annum from March 1, 
1903, until otherwise advised. The present lease .will not be disturbed. 

On the same date the Auditor for the Post-Office Department was 
advised: 

On account of increased service at the post-office at Manhattan, Kans., the expense 
to the lessor for additional furniture, fuel, light, etc., has been considerably increased. 
It has therefore been decided to grant an allowance of $850 per annum from March 1, 
1903, to cover equipment, heat, light, etc., being an increase of $250 on the sum 
authorized in the lease on file in your office. 

No additional service was received by the Department for this $250 
increase in the rental. The letter to the auditor was initialed by 
Beavers and signed by the First Assistant Postmaster-General. -The 
lease as signed by the Postmaster-General was not disturbed, yet by 
the act of a subordinate the expenditures under this contract were 
increased $2,250. 

I do not offer any criticism against the Congressman. He did what 
members of Congress usually do in representing the interests of their 
constituents before the Department, and had a right to expect that 
the executive oflScer would ao his duty in accordance with the interests 
of the public service. 

The recklens administration of Beavers has caused a large increase 
in the amount of appropriations for rent for post-office premises. 
During the five years prior to July 1, 1898, the appropriation for 
rent, light, and heat increased from $1,359,149 to $1,600,000, or 
approximately $240,000, while for the five years from 1898 to 1903 it 
was increased from $1,600,000 to $2,350,000 per annum, an increase of 
$750,000, or $500,000 greater than for the preceding five years. A 
part of this increase doubtless is legitimate, being the result of a gen- 
eral advance in rental values, but much of it has been the result of 
maladministration. 

Considering the many irregularities in connection with the leasing of 
premises, sucn as the canceling of leases before their expiration, the 
arbitrary increase of rentals without any equivalent increase in service, 
the binding of the Department for ten years to such leases by eliminat- 
ing the "^ three-months' clause," and the voluntary advances of rentals 
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above the amount called for in proposals, I would respectfully recom- 
mend that all such cases be referred to inspectors for special investiga- 
tion, in order that the Department, when the reports are received, may 
take such action as the interests ot the service may require. 

BRANDT AUTOMATIC CASHIERS. 

The charges relating to the purchase of automatic cashiers were 
investigated by Inspectors Little and Oldfield, whose reports are sub- 
mitted Tierewith as Exhibits S and T. 

Prior to 1898 the large-sized post-offices were furnished with "coin 
trays." These were made with grooves of proper size to fit the vari- 
ous pieces of American coin, from 1 cent to $1. This rack could be 
placed on the counter near the stamp clerk, and was a convenience in 
enabling the clerk to make change rapidly. The prices of these coin 
trays were from $5 to $12, depending upon the size and construction. 
They appeared to be entirely satisfactory, as there is no evidence, so 
far as the records of the Department show, of requests on the part of 
postmasters for any other change-making device. 

During the summer of 1898, a number of the Brandt-Dent auto- 
matic cashiers were placed in 15 post-offices for the purpose of test- 
ing their desirability as a change-making device. The mechanism of 
this machine is such that by depressing the appropriate key the exact 
amount of change indicated by such key will be given out. There is 
another form known as the "computer," which, by touching the key, 
will give the required amount of change and also register the amount 
of the purchase. The price of these machines in the open market 
was $125. . They were manufactured by The Edward J. Brandt-Dent 
(Company, of Watertown, Wis., of which Edward J. Brandt was pres- 
ident. • . 

At this time Winfield S. Strawn, of Canton, Ohio, was the superin- 
tendent of agencies, with an office in New York City. In November, 
1898, George F. Miller, also of Canton, Ohio, was designated as the 
Washington agent. His business was to secure the adoption of the 
cashier m the postal service. 

Postmasters at the offices where the tests were being made were 
directed by First Assistant Postmaster- General Heath to submit reports 
on the merits of the machine after it had been used a sufficient time to 
warrant an opinion. 

The postmaster at Chicago on May 31, 1899, reported (Exhibit T-1) 
that of the four machines sent to that office only one could be used; 
that the clerks outside of the cashier's office did not want them, and 
that he did not like to force their use against the wishes of the clerks. 
The postmaster at Boston (Exhibit T-2) reported favorably upon the 
machine. The postmaster at Philadelphia (Exhibit T-3) said that he 
could use two, but that the time saved would not enable him to 
reduce his office force. The postmaster at Washington (Exhibit T-5) 
transmitted, without conmaent, the statements of his subordinates who 
had used them, and no reports seem to have been received from the 
other offices. 

The Boston postmaster was the only one of the fifteen to whom the 
machines were sent who recommended their adoption. The three sent 
to Chicago that were not wanted were ordered shipped by registered 
mail to San Francisco, though there is no evidence that the postmaster 
at that city desired them. 
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Judge George E. Baldwin, of Canton, Ohio, is the father-in-law of 
Miller, the Washington agent of the company, and was active in his 
efforts to secure the adoption of these machines by the Department. 
The methods employed to accomplish this result are clearly set forth 
by the corresponaence between Brandt, president of the company, and 
Strawn and Miller, his agents (Exhibit S). On February 20, 1899, 
Miller wrote Brandt as follows: 

I met Mr. Beavers on the street yesterday, and he was very pleasant indeed; asked 
me if you were still in the city, and said upon leaving that he would like very much 
to do everything he could toward the adoption of the cashier in the Post-OfBce 
Department, and also said that he understood General Heath had arranged a plan 
witn Judge Baldwin for carrying this matter into effect, so that I am satisfied that 
we have the assurance and friendship of both parties — General Heath and Mr. 
Beavers — ^and all that is necessary is to cultivate that friendship, if not by kind 
words, by dollars and cents, and I think the latter will be the most positive. How- 
ever, the lines we have out now will result in a change of programme which means 
our ultimate success. 

Six weeks later Strawn wrote Brandt from New York that Miller 
had left that day for Washington, having — 
succeeded in a plan to effectively reach Mr. Beavers, through a Brooklyn (Congressman. 

And on March 30, the following day, Miller wrote Bmndt from 
Washington, as follows: 

Mr. Strawn and myself interviewed Congressman Driggs yesterday in Brookl3'n. 
* * * Matters are moving very satisfactorily in all branches of Government 
supplies. 

On April 6, Miller, after a conference with his father-in-law, Judge 
Baldwin, at Canton, Ohio, wrote Strawn as follows: 

Mr. Baldwin has been busy in court, and I have not discussed as yet fully all mat- 
ters in regard to Government supplies. He would not advise any action of an arbi- 
trary character at this time, but would request that we allow matters to proceed on 
the lines indicated, and if General Heath fails to show his hand the means are in 
our possession to make him do so. He does not even advise writing anything, but 
giving them a full opportunity of testing their promise, and this failing, another action 
will be brought through Postmaster-General Smith that will mean success. He also 
says to find out, if possible, exactly what this man Beavers wants to insure our suc- 
cess in that Department, in the way of dollars and cents, but not to give it to him 
unless forced to do so, and when we do, if at all, he desires to be present in person 
himself and plan the agreement, but says it is not even time to think of this move. 

Miller, after his conference with Baldwin, the result of which is set 
forth in the above letter, returned to Washington, and on April 10 
wrote Brandt: 

Arrived from Ohio this morning and am very much pleased with success of my 
trip. Judge Baldwin has positive assurance of a nature that I can not disclose for 
fear of the letter miscarrying, but sufficient to say that time will surely bring a suc- 
cessful result in the Post-Office Department. I not only have the assurance through 
him, but I received a telegram and a letter this morning from Congressman Driggs, 
of Brooklyn, N. Y., whom I wrote you about, and who came to Washington last 
Friday and returned on account of my absence, and who de^res my presence in 
New York to-morrow morning at 10 o'clock. 

Miller visited New York, as indicated above, and on April 25 again 
wrote Brandt: 

I returned from New York, at which place I have been for the past ten days work- 
ing on a proposition for a general supply in the Post-Office Department of the United 
States, and am glad to say that I have successfully formulated a plan which has been 
approved officially, and of which Mr. Strawn has investigated the outline of but is 
not in possession of the details, nor will he be or anyone else until a satisfactory 
arrangement can be made that will meet your approval before action can be taken. 
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I can not discuss the details, as they are sacred, and owing to the prominence of the 
parties interested will say nothing at this time in regard to the same. 

After returning to Washington, Miller seems to have had a con- 
ference with J. PL Crew, a clerk in the Post-Office Department, who 
is a relative of Strawn's. On April 27 he wrote Strawn as follows: 

I also told Crew I had made a deal, but did not sav to him any of the points of 
interest. I think in a job of this kind the fewer who know it the oetter, and no fear 
of me giving anything away which is sacred to me as this is. 

The time now appeared to be ripe for closing the matter, and Strawn 
and Brandt both seemed to think that Judge Baldwin's presence was 
desirable; so, on May 1, Strawn wrote Baldwin as follows: 

I understand you are aware of Mr. Brandt being present here in the East, through 
advice of Mr. Miller at Washington. He arrived on Friday at Washington, where 
Mr. Miller and I met him, and we spent Friday and Saturday discussing the plan of 
organizing a sales departmei;it and the mode of procedure of closing an important 
8upj)ly contract with the United States Post-Omce Department, which Mr. Miller 
has in appearance for finally closing now within a few days; and in discussing the 
details or above matter Mr. Brandt expressed himself that he would be mttch pleased 
to have your presence and conference in the matter, and believed that Mr. Miller 
would feel and be better satisfied. 

In response to this invitation Baldwin came to Washington and held 
a conference with the parties interested, and as a result First Assistant 
Postmaster-General Heath, in a letter dated May 9, notified Miller 
that — 

It has been decided to arraftige for the payment for the Brandt automatic cashiers 
already installed some time during the current month. * * * The Department 
has also decided to purchase 250 of your machines for installation *at first-class post- 
oflBces during the forthcoming fiscal year. 

On May 19 Miller acknowledged Heath's requisition as follows : 

As to payment for cashiers now placed, for which bills have been rendered, pay- 
ment this month is acceptable and will be appreciated. Your valued requisition 
for 250 automatic cashiers during the forthcoming fiscal year will' be complied 
with. * * * We will supply cashiers at the rate of 50 each month, delivery begin- 
ning with July, 1899, * * * at $150 per cashier. 

It therefore appears that after these extensive negotiations a con- 
tract was finally made by the First Assistant Postmaster-General for 
the acceptance of the 39 machines already placed in oflBces on trial, 
and for 250 additional machines at $150 each. With the exception of 
a slight change in the base these machines were exactly the same as those 
that were sold in the open market for $125. 

It is very apparent from the foregoing correspondence that Miller, 
Strawn, Baldwin, and Brandt did not depend upon the merits of their 
device or the necessity for its use in the postal service to secure its 
introduction. 

At the time this order for 250 machines was given there was not a 
request on file from postmasters for such machines, and a majority of 
the 39 in use probably could have been withdrawn and returned to the 
factory without protest from a single postmaster. 

A systematic effort was made to inauce postmasters to make requi- 
sition for these machines in order to dispose of the 250 ordered. Mil- 
ler, the representative of the company, visited a number of the larger 
cities and informed the postmasters that they could get these machines 
from the Department if they would make requisition for them. But 
few requisitions came in, as the subject did not interest the postmas- 
ters. Beavers then prepared a letter, which was signed b}^ the First 
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Assistant Postmaster-Geneml and sent to postmasters at the larger, 
offices, in substance as follows: 

I have to advise you that one Brandt automatic cashier, of the Edward J. Brandt- 
Dent Company, of Watertown, Wis., at $150, has been ordered for your office. It 
has been satisfactorily demonstrated to this Department that the automatic cashiers 
are labor savers and absolutely correct and reliable in connection with the sale of 
stamp supplies and money-order transactions. No bills for this machine are to be 
rendered at this time, and payment therefore must not be made until specially 
authorized by this office. 

After the machine had been in the office for some time another let- 
ter would be forwarded to the postmaster authorizing him to pay for 
it. At some of the larger offices the postmasters objected to paying 
for them, stating that their miscellaneous allowance would not aamit 
of such expenditure. But they were informed that their allowance 
would be increased the amount necessary to pay the bill. In some 
instances the postmasters were not prompt in paying for the machine, 
hesitating to spend the money for what they considered an unneces- 
sary device. In such instances they were instructed by Beavers to 
"pay the bills promptly." 

Miller not onl}'^ visited the large offices, but he wrote letters to prac- 
tically all of the postmasters at first and second class offices in the 
United States, advising them that if they would make requisition on 
the Department for a Brandt automatic cashier it would be furnished. 
But regardless of these industrious efforts to induce postmasters to 
ask for these expensive change-making devices, the requisitions 
came in slowly, and finally they were sent out in large numbers with- 
out requisition. 

After the 250 had been disposed of, additional orders were given 
until 527 machines had been purchased by the Department, 217 of 
which were shipped to postmasters without requisition. Postmasters 
did not always readily acquiesce in the use of this device. It will be 
remembered that the postmaster at Chicago, in his report in regard to 
the four machines sent him for testing, stated that he could use but 
one. This report by the postmaster was made on May 31, 1899. On 
July 25, less than two months later, nine additional machines were 
shipped to Chicago for use in that office, and the postmaster was 
directed to pay $150 each for them. Of the ten supplied in this man- 
ner only three are in use, the others being stored in the vault. A 
cashier was sent to the Keokuk, Iowa, post-office, and on February 7, 
1900, the postmaster wrote as follows: 

I dp not consider this cashier of any value whatever. It is not correct, and is not 
labor saving; in fact, we do not use it. I give you this information for the reason 
that I do not think the Department should adopt and buy these cashiers. 

Again on June 21 he wrote: 

The machine works satisfactorily, but our clerks prefer the other mode of making 
change, and it is my opinion that this cashier is an unnecessary expense. 

And on June 28, in answer to this letter. Beavers, as Acting First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, wrote him as follows: 

Relative to the automatic cashier in your oflSce, you are directed to put the same 
into active use, as it is the desire of the Department to have a uniform system in the 
matter of handling cash in the larger post-offices. 

It is difficult to understand what interest the Department could have 
in a systematic method of making change in the larger offices. Post- 
masters and the clerks under them, or their bondsmen, are held 



Digitized by 



Google 



INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEFT. 151 

responsible for money due the Government, and no more ridiculous 
suggestion could have been made than that the Department was inter- 
ested in the method of njaking change by the postmaster or his clerks. 

These friendly suggestions from the postmaster at Keokuk were 
resented, and a request from him for an allowance of $9 to purchase 
some miscellaneous supplies needed in his office was unceremoniously 
declined, though he was ordered to pay f 150 for the cashier. 

A short time after this investigation began a letter was directed to 
all the postmasters at the offices where automatic cashiers were in use 
and inquiry made as to their utility. The following are samples of 
the replies received (Exhibit T) : 

San Francisco, Cal.: In storeroom; not considered of practical value. 
Savannah, Ga. : Not adapted for use in sale of stamps. 
Moline, 111. : Can not use to any advantage. 
Evansville, Ind. : Not adapted to business in this office. 
Fort Wayne, Ind. : Considered slow and impracticable. 
Indianapolis, Ind. : Use not considered advantageous. 
Clinton, Iowa: Can not use to good advantage. 
Newport, Ky. : Clerks do not like it. 
Portland, Me. : Not adapted to work of this office. 
Hagerstown, Md.: Unnecessary. 
Holyoke, Mass. : Not reliable. 
New Bedford, Mass. : Don't like it. 
Grand Rapids, Mich. : Unsatisfactory after test. 

Kalamazoo, Mich. : Refused to accept it. Not wanted. Sent to postmaster, Oak 
Park, 111. 
Kansas City, Mo.: Have seven machines, four not needed. 
Asbury Park, N. J. : Not needed. 
Jersey City, N. J. : Can not use to advantage. 
Albany, N. Y. : Reliabilitv doubted. 
Schenectady, N. Y. : Clerks will not use it. 
Syracuse, N. Y. : Too much time lost in refilling. 
Troy, N. Y.: Clerks preferred not to use it. 
Watertown, N. Y. : Have no use for it. 
AUeghenv, Pa. : Can make change quicker without it. 
Sioux Falls, S. Dak. : Impracticable for money-order business. 
Chattanooga, Tenn.: Unsatisfactory. 
Memphis, Tenn. : Clerks can do better without it. 
Austin, Tex. : Employees can not use it. 
Richmond, Va. : Unsatisfactory. 
Oshkosh, Wis.: Used one month; impracticable. 

Nine of these machines were sent to Baltimore; 4 of them are in 
use, the others stored. Eighteen were shipped to Philadelphia, of 
which only 11 are used. Twenty were forwarded to Boston, of which 
2 are now in use and the other 18 stored in the basement of the 
post-office. Twenty were sent to New York, only 1 of which is used, 
the other 19 being an encumbrance to the office. 

Of the 527 machines purchased, 173 are idle; many of these have 
never been taken from the cases in which they were shipped. The 
remainder are being used to a greater or less extent. In many of the 
oflSces where the machine was of no particular benefit it was ordered 
returned to the factory, and another machine, alleged to be an improve- 
ment on the old one, would be forwarded and the postmaster ordered 
to pay $25 additional to the company for the exchange, though there 
was practically no difference in the machines. Seventy-four such 
exchanges were made. The aggregate amount of money paid to the 
Brandt-Dent Company for these useless cashiers was $74,275. 

A summary of the foregoing demonstrates that the machine was 
umiecessary; that it was not so desirable or convenient for postal pur- 
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poses as the "coin tray," which it was to displace, though it cost from 
twelve to thirty times as much; that the Department contracted for 
250 of them and paid $25 each more than the}^ were selling for singly 
in the open market, and continued to pay this increased price until 527 
had been ordered. 

Eliminating from consideration all indications of fraud, and passing 
upon the case wholly as a question of administrative judgment, it 
appears to me that this transaction would have justified the summary 
removal from office of First Assistant Postmaster-General Heath and 
George W. Beavers. 

But the element of fraud can not be eliminated. Men of ordinary 
intelligence rarely waste the public revenues in such a manner without 
a personal motive. A bribe of $12,500 was paid to secure this order 
for 250 machines. It appears that the company was not willing to 
pay this amount outrignt and risk having the order canceled or 
annulled because of some administrative accident or possible exposure; 
so that Miller, Strawn, Driggs, and Baldwin spent weeks in devising 
a scheme by which th^ company would not be required to pay the bribe 
until the ''goods were delivered," and at the same time secure to the 
bribetakers their share of the spoils. The scheme finally agreed upon 
is indicated by a resolution of the board of directors of the company, 
passed on May 25, 1899, which provides (Exhibit S): 

That we will proceed to manufacture and deliver the machines as proposed in said 
letter, and that in order to make a partial payment to apply on the commissions due 
George F. Miller and W. S. Strawn, on this sale, the president and secretaiy are 
hereby authorized to sign and deliver a note for $12,500 m favor of George F. Miller, 
or order, and charge that amount to the accounts of George F. Miller and W. S. 
Strawn as their interest in the commissions may appear, it being mutually under- 
stood and agreed that as fast as settlements are received from the United States Poet- 
Office Department for the machines delivered on this order we will pay $50 cash for 
each machine settled for. Such payments to be applied and indors^ toward reduc- 
ing the obligations of the company under the above authorized note, and that no 
obligation accrues until cashiers are paid for at $150 each. 

A copy of the note referred to above was attached to the resolution. 
It reads as follows: 

Watertown, Wis., May 25, 1899, 
For value received we promise to pay George F. Miller, or order, $12,500, without 
interest, on receipt of proceeds of sale by The Edward J. Brandt-Dent Company of 
250 or more automatic cashiers, sold May 19, 1899, to the United States Post-Office 
Department. 

The Edward J. Brandt-Dent Company, 
Edward J. Brandt, President. 
Robert M. Dent, Secretary. 

This note was duly executed and delivered to Miller, and by Miller 
assigned to Congressman E. H. Driggs, of Brooklyn, heretofore refer- 
red to in the correspondence between Brandt, Strawn, and Miller. 

The commission allowed Miller and Strawn on ordinary commercial 
business was 45 per cent; but on this order of 250 macnines for the 
Post-Office Department the board of directors, on May 27, 1899, 
increased that commission to 66| per cent, by the following resolution 
(Exhibits): 

Resolved, That instead of the commission allowed that raajr be due W. S. Strawn 
and Greorge F. Miller on order from United States Post-Omce Department, dated 
May 19, 1899, for 250 special automatic cashiers, at $150 each, E. J. Brandt, presi- 
dent, is hereby authorized to make a special agreement for the commission on the 
above-mentioned order, whereby this company will allow Messrs. Miller and Strawn 
a commission of 66J per cent on 250 cashiers, at $150 each, sold to United States 
Post-Office Department. 
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Sixty-six and two-thirds per cent of $150 is $100, which represents 
the commission that Miller and Strawn received on each of these 250 
machines. This $100 was divided with Congressman E. H. Driggs, 
o5f Brooklyn. The $150, therefore, paid by the Department was 
divided as follows: Driggs, $50; Strawn and Miller, $50; company, 
$50. The cost of manufacturing the machine was, as nearly as can be 
ascertained, between $17 and $25, leaving a very good profit for the 
company after commissions were deducted. Driggs received $50 on 
each machine when paid for by the Department, which paj^ments he 
credited upon the note for $12,500. Sixty-nine payments were made, 
mostly by draft, the last payment being November 5, 1900, when the 
note was canceled and returned to Miller, and by him delivered to 
Brandt, by whom it was destroyed. 

Driggs admits that he received the $12,500, but denies that he ever 
paid any part of it to Beavers or to any other post-office official. The 
inspectors, however, have conclusive proof that he did pay a part of 
this money to Beavers, the evidence of such payments now being in the 
hands of the United States district attorney for the eastern district of 
New York. Heath states (Exhibit X) that he remembers Judge Bald- 
win spoke to him of the cashiers, but has no recollection as to price or 
the details of the matter. 

Driggs, Beavers, and Miller have been indicted by the Federal grand 
jury in the city of Brooklyn, N. Y. (Exhibits T-10, T-11, and T-12). 

There is no definite evidence that Heath received any part of the 
tooney paid for these machines. 

During the investigation of this case, Inspectors Little and Oldfield 
secured evidence indicating that Ernest E. Baldwin, assistant United 
States District attorney for the southern district of New York, had 
knowledge of the transactions between this company and officers of the 
Department. He was the attorney for the company in a suit then 
pending in the southern district of New York, and had in his pos- 
session the original $12,500 note. 

The inspectors were given a written order by the president and 
treasurer of the company directing the firm of Boothby & Baldwin, of 
which Ernest E. Baldwin is a member, to give them access to any 
papers in their possession bearing upon the subject. When the 
inspectors presented this order to Baldwin he refused to recognize it 
and became very angry, and with violent and profane language ordered 
them from his office (Exhibit T). 

It appears, therefore, that Ernest E. Baldwin, assistant district 
attorney, had knowledge of a fraud against the Government; that he 
was asKed by officers of this Department for such information, and 
that their request was refused, even after they had presented him with 
a written order from his clients asking him to give them the informa- 
tion, and that his refusal was made in a most insulting and abusive 
manner. A statement of the facts in this case has been referred to the 
honorable Attorney-General of the United States for his consideration. 

There is reason to believe that Judge George E. Baldwin' knows as 
much about this fraud as any other party, not even excepting Beavers 
and Driggs. He is at present consul at Nuremberg, Germany, and 
has not been in this countrv at any time since this investigation began. 
The inspectors, therefore, have not had an opportunity to interrogate 
him; but I respectfully recommend that all tne facts relating to his 
connection with this case be referred to the honorable Secretary of 
State for his consideration. 



Digitized by 



Google 



154 INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEPT. 
ELLIOTT <fe HATCH BOOK TYPEWRITERS. 

The Elliott & Hatch book typewriter is a machine invented by Craw- 
ford Elliott, of Springfield, 111., and Walter P. Hatch, of Stamford, 
Conn., and was designed primarily to write in record books. With 
the ordinary typewriter the paper moves as the writing progresses, 
but with this the paper or book remains stationary while tne machine 
itself moves with each depression of the key. The inventors inter- 
ested ex-Senator J. D. Cameron, of Pennsylvania, and Grant B. Schley, 
of New York, in their invention. A company was organized to man- 
ufacture and sell the machine, with Cameron as president and Hatch 
as general manager and treasurer. 

H. J. Gensler, one of the official stenographers of the United States 
Senate, formerly secretar^'^ to Senator Cameron, was, in August, 1897, 
given the agency for Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Colum- 
bia. He sought to introduce this typewriter into the postal service, 
and induced James P. Willett, postmaster at Washington, D. C, to 
request First Assistant Postmaster-General Perry S. Heath to make 
an allowance of $175 for the purchase of one of the machines to be 
used in compiling a new city airectory for the Washington post-office. 
Willett made this request on January 17, 1898, and on January 19 he 
was advised by the Salary and Allowance Division that owing to the 
limited appropriation available for the purchase of typewriting 
machines nis request could not be considered; but Gensler was not a 
man easily rebuffed. On January 22 — three days after the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General had refused the allowance to the Wash- 
ington postmaster — Gensler wrote W. P. Hatch, general manager of 
the company at New York, saying: 

The postmaster of this city, Mr. Willett, made a requisition on the chief clerk of 
the Post-OfBce Department the other day for a machine which he wants to use for 
making a directory * * * and the chief clerk promptly rejected the rejjuisition 
on account of the price of the machine. Now I have got to work on that chief clerk. 

Gensler at that time did not understand the organization of the 
Department. The request was not turned down by the chief clerk of 
the Department, but by Beavers, chief of the salary and allowance 
division. Gensler made good his word, however, for on February 2. 
eleven days after he had written Hatch, Postmaster Willett renewed 
his request for $175 to purchase an Elliott & Hatch book typewriter, 
simply saying that he desired one to use in the office, and on the same 
day tne allowance was made. 

Not only did Gensler succeed in having permission granted the post- 
master at Washington to purchase this one machine, but in less than 
two months letters initialed by Beavers and signed by the Acting 
First Assistant Postmaster-General were addressed to the postmasters 
at Baltimore, Boston, Brooklyn, Cincinnati, Louisville, J^t. Paul, St. 
Louis, and Washington, informing them that a certain number of Elli- 
ott & Hatch book-typewriters for use in the preparation of money-order 
statements would be forwarded to them m a few days. They were 
instructed to give these machines a thorough test and report the results 
to the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General. On March 30, 
the day after these letters were mailed, Gensler was ordered, for the 
purpose of testing, to send the 
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Postmaster at — 

Boston, Mass 4 machines. 

St. Louis, Mo 3 machines. 

Brooklyn, N. Y 3 machines. 

Cincinnati, Ohio 2 machines. 

Baltimore, Md 3 machines. 

Washington, D. C 3 machines. 

St. Paul, Minn 1 machine. 

Louisville, Ky 1 machine. 

Twenty machines were thus sent out. There were no favorable 
recommendations received from any of these offices. W . Scott Towers, 
superintendent of Station C, of the Washington post-office, however, 
gave a favorable report. In a letter datea May 24, 1898 (Exhibit 
U-29), Towers said: 

My conclusions after witnessing their work areas follows: Less time and less work, 
a cleaner and clearer copy, 60 entries on one side of a sheet decreasing the bulk of a 
statement 50 per centum, making all statements uniform for auditing purposes, as 
against the irregularity and individuality of handwriting, and easy to learn. 

For the above reasons I recommend the use of the typewriter in all post-offices 
doing a money-order business. 

This appears to be the only letter of approval that had been received 
at the time payment for the 17 machines was ordered. 

On July 6, 10 other machines were sent to various post-offices 
throughout the country, for testing. Up to that date 31 machines had 
been installed, without requisition, except one from the postmaster at 
Washington. Gensler then began a systematic eflFort to secure testi- 
monials from postmasters where the machines had been installed. A 
number of such testimonials were given, though postmasters in so 
doing violated the following regulation of the Department that has 
been published annually for the last ten years: 

No postmaster or other postal officer or employee is permitted, without special 
authority from the Postmaster-General, to give any indorsement, recommendation, 
or other testimonial, in his official capacity, to any private enterprise or business 
having any connection with the postal service or with postal affairs, or that appeals 
in any way for support to other postal employees. 

Ten postmasters furnished the company with testimonials, facsimiles 
of which were printed as advertisements (Exhibit U-5). In his efforts 
to induce postmasters to recommend his machine Gensler was fertile 
in resources, as the following correspondence indicates. On August 
23, 1898, he wrote Hatch: 

Referring to your letter of the 16th instant, in which you say you have sent post- 
office machines to Montgomery and Mobile, I beg to say that I have written to my . 
friend here in regard to getting favorable reports from these post-offices and herewith 
inclose a copy of a letter which he has written to the postmaster at Montgomery, 
which is a very breezy letter. It shows how close a friend Judge Buckley is to my 
friend. 

Yours, truly, 

H. J. Gensler. 
W. P. Hatch, Esq., New York, N. Y. 

The "breezy" letter referred to can not be reproduced, but the 
expected recommendation followed. After discussing the inability of 
some clerks to use the machine and referring to the skill of a young 
lady typewriter just appointed to his office, the postmaster says; 

To her patience, industry, and skill the machine gave up its hidden and secret 
merits, and now we would not be without it. 

Every order paid, every order issued, every word and figure of the weekly money- 
order statement appears in clear, plain typewriting in the bound press copy book 
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made by the carbon process, and is as much superior to any press copy that can be 
made as a canceling stamp machine is to a hand stamp. The utility clerk of the 
office does this work. He is allowed but three hours a day to do it in, and the aver- 
age daily transactions is 180. The record thus made like printing is clear, perma- 
nent, and easy of reference, and a credit to the management and reputation of the 
money-order system of the Post-Office Department. 

The recommendation of the postmaster at Mobile, however, and the 
manner by which it was secured is still more interesting. On Novem- 
ber 11, 1898, the postmaster wrote as follows: 

It gi<^es me very great pleasure to report favorably upon the merits of the book 
typewriter recently placed by you in this office under the direction of the honorable 
Postmaster-General, and I would not be without one for any consideration. 

For all writing that may be done by pen or press, and alike on the heaviest bound 
records, single letter sheets, or by the aid of carbon interleaves a dozen dui)licate8 at 
a time, its work is clear and uniform, alignment perfect, ink apparently indelible, 
touch light, and movement smooth. 

In the filling out of the large money-order and other official blanks involving tabu- 
lation, in w hich it is mainly used in this office, it is invaluable, and through the aid 
of the newly attached jumping device, accuracy is so assured that it is almost impos- 
sible to set down the wrong line of words or figures in the wrong column. Besides, 
the machine writes just the same every day in the year, perfectly and neatly, never 
getting the trembles, and putting about a third more writing on each sheet. 

Your Mr. Gensler, jr., has just visited Mobile to look after and explain the ma- 
chine. But while always delighted to see him on his own and your account, his 
coming was unnecessary, for, although when first received the machine seemed 
beyond all understanding, so different was it from other makes, our office force 
readily mastered all its details and capabilities unaided, your shipping office having 
by oversight omitted to inclose any instructions. 

Wishing you unbounded success, and that the introduction of the typewriter may 
grow apace with the grandly glorious expansion of our country that will presently 
make our beautiful *'City of the Gulf" the foremost coal and iron shipping port of 
the Union, and that you will sell one to all my official correspondents, and with 
assurances of my personal regards, I remain. 

Yours, truly, P. D. Barker, PostmoMer. 

One would think that this enthusiastic recommendation was a spon- 
taneous outburst of deliffht on the part of the postmaster, as he wit- 
nessed the beautiful mechanism of this wonderful machine. But not 
so; the letter was written in Gensler's oflSce and sent to the postmas- 
ter, to be by him transcribed and signed. Upon the receipt of this 
letter Gensler wrote Hatch, November 14 (Exhibit U): 

I herewith inclose a copy of my letter of commendation just received from the 
postmaster at Mobile. He inadvertently addressed it to Captain Patrick instead of 
to me. If you want to publish it you can strike his name out and insert the com- 
pany's. The original letter was written by Captain Patrick here and sent to Mr. Barker 
with the request that he hare it written on our typewriter on his post-office paper and 
signed by him, which he did. 

W. P. Hatch, Esq., 

New York, N, Y. 

P. S.— I sent the letter to you under another cover bv this mail. The statement 
about the machine not requiring an instructor originated in Patrick's fertile brain. 

All the postmasters who gave these testimonials in violation of the 
Postmaster-General's order have been called on to explain why they 
did so. 

All postmasters did not, however, manifest the same enthusiasm in 
regard to the merits of the typewriter as did the postmasters at Mon^ 
gomery and Mobile. On January 24, 1899, the postmaster at Brook- 
lyn, N. Y., to whom three machines had been sent to be tested, wrote 
the First Assistant Postmaster-General as follows : 

Referring to your letter of March 29, 1898, initials " A. W.," and mine of June 8, 
1898, in response thereto, relative to the work performed by the Elliott & Hatch book 
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typewriters placed in this office .on trial, I b^ to advise you that the three machines 
on which report was made were replaced shortly thereafter by three other machines, 
which the manufacturers claimed to be an improvement on the first ones. They were 

fiven a thorough trial, but found to be not adapted to the work in the money-order 
epartment of this office. They are taking up valuable space, and I respectfully 
request tha the manufacture'rs be instructed to remove the same. 

On January 22, 1900, the postmaster at Chicago, in reporting upon 
the merits of the machines, said (Exhibit U-22): 

The machines were tested in the money-order division for six weeks, and though 
every opportunity was afforded the operators the result is disappointing. The aver- 
age time requirea at this office for a clerk to write a single statement sheet is fifty 
nii^utes. In using the machines none of the clerks has bSen able to write a sheet in 
less than two hours. The ex^rt operators furnished by the Elliott & Hatch Com- 
pany after three weeks' practice succeeded in completing a sheet in one hour and 
fourteen minutes. This was on an occasion when a trial of speed took place between 
an operator on the machine and a clerk with pen in hand. The time of the clerk 
during the trial was thirty -eight minutes. Should the monev-order division be 
required to prepare all its statements on the book typewriter the force in the division 
would have t9 be increased to the extent of the loss of time brought about by the 
use of the machine. I am not prepared to recommend additional clerks for this pur- 
pose, more especially as the statements prepared by hand have always been accepted 
as satisfactory by the Department. 

And even Barker, the postmaster of Mobile, changes his opinion of 
the machine (Exhibit U-31). Early in 1900 he complained to the 
company that it was continually out of repair, and in July of the same 
year he asked the Department to have it repaired. December 29, 1900, 
he asked for permission to test a Remington, v^ith a view of securing 
one to replace the Elliott & Hatch. This request was declined. Again, 
in January, 1901, he complained that- the machine was badly in need 
of repairs. On April 20, 1901, he was directed by the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General to crate and ship the Elliott & Hatch book type- 
writer to the factory at Harrisburg, Pa., and was advised that — 

The said machine will be thoroughly overhauled and returned to your oflSce, and 
you will be advised later relative to payment for repairs. 

In response to this letter the postmaster, on April 29, wrote: 

As per instructions from you, the above typewriter, No. 5292, has been sent to Har- 
risburg, Pa., for repairs. It is respectfully set forth that the return of this machine 
to this office is not desired, as from its complicated mechanism it is constantly liable 
to get out of order, and it takes twice as long to do the work by the typewriter as it 
does by hand, and the clerks in charge of the money-order division of this office 
much prefer the hand work to being constantly worried trying to make the machine 
do good work. There is always something to adjust and look after every time it is 
used; the shifting of the types and moving from column to column being especially 
hard on the adjustment, which is being constantly thrown out of gear and rackea. 
After two years' trial of it I am not at all pleased with it, and would rather not have 
it sent back. 

The work done on these typewriters seemed to have been of such 
an unsatisfactory character that M. M. Holland, chief of the inspect- 
ing division of the Auditor's office, and the clerks who handled the 
money-order statements of postmasters, formally protested against the 
use of this machine, declaring that the statements prepared with it 
were difficult to check and required much more time to verify than 
statements that came in from offices where the typewriter was not 
used. Holland, on April 4, 1899, transmitted the statements of these 
clerks (Exhibit U-6) to the acting Auditor, with the following letter: 

The inclosed letters are submitted for your information and with a view of having 
the matter called to the attention of the Post-Office Department at the earliest prac- 
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ticable time to prevent the further outlay of money /or the purchase of more type- 
writers for use of postmasters at offices of the first and second classes. 

In addition to the complaints contained in the inclosures many of the inspectors 
have called my attention to the same matter and expressed the opinion that exami- 
nation of work done on the machine is greatly retarded. 

The consensus of opinion is that the statements prepared with pen and ink are 
preferable. 

This letter with the statements of the clerks was transmitted to the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General by A. L. Law she, acting auditor, 
on April 5, 1899, with the following comment (Exhibit Ij-6): 

Much complaint is made by clerks of the inspecting division of this office that 
money-order statements from post-offices using book typewriters are very imper- 
fectly prepared, thereby causing much trouble and seriously retarding their work. 

The consensus of opinion is that unless postmasters and (derks exercise greater 
care in the preparation of statements the use of the book typewriters should be 
discontinued. 

Herewith I submit for your consideration, and such action as you may deem 
advisable, a letter of the chief of the inspecting division, with attached statements 
by clerks employed on this particular class of work. 

One would naturally think that the above letters would have retarded 
the sale of the machines and dampened the ardor of Gensler. But not 
so. He secured a letter from the late Senator Davis, of Minnesota, 
to Auditor Castle, presented it to him personally, and as a result his 
efforts secured the following recommendation for the machine: 

Treasury Department, 
Office of Auditor for the Post-Office Department, 

Washington, D. C, June 8, 1899. 
Hon. Perry S. Heath, 

First Assistant Postmaster-Gemral^ Washington^ D. C. 
Sir: I take pleasure in saying that the money-order statements turned in to this 
office, which are printed and tabulated by the Elliott & Hatch book typewriter, 
greatly facilitate the work of auditing, as the typewriting is clear, distinct, and uniform 
and easy to decipher. It is also notable that by the use of this machine the bulk of 
the reports is largely decreased. Probably not one-fourth in number of the sheets 
are now required for the same work as when written by a pen. 

I believe the further employment of this machine for making out money-order 
statements in all large post-offices will greatly benefit the public service for the rea- 
sons above stated. 

Very respectfully, yours, Henry A. Castle, Auditor. 

Auditor Castle states (Exhibit U-6) that he never saw the letters 
of Lawshe, Holland, and the clerks of the inspecting division; that 
before he wrote the letter requested by Gensler he inquired of some 
of the clerks in his office as to the merits of the machine; that these 
clerks made to him verbally a favorable report, and upon that infor- 
mation he wrote the above recommendation. 

Castle's letter was printed in facsimile and used in the advertising 
literature of the company, while the protest of his clerks quietly slej)t 
in the files of the First Assistant Postmaster-General's office until 
brought to light by this investigation. 

About the time that Gensler began to secure testimonials he also 
started a vigorous campaign to induce postmasters to make requisition 
for the machines. He apparently had no difficulty in having the 
Department furnish the machines at his price when request was made 
by postmaster.*^. All the political pressure that he could command 
was brought to bear upon these officials, as will appear from the fol- 
lowing letters: 
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On September 23, 1898, he wrote Hatch as follows (Eylar referred 
to below was an officer of the company) : 

I have Mr. Eylar' s letter of the 22d concerning the No. 5 machine which was 
delivered to the postmaster at Allentown, Pa., who only wants to pay $175 for same. 
He does not ''cut any ice." * * * You will notice from the copy of the letter 
received by me this morning from the Post-Office Department, sent you under 
another cover, that the postmaster has been authorized to pay $200 for that machine, 
and you can bet that he will pay it p. d. q. or he will be hauled up with a jerk. 

Tell your Philadelphia manager not to lose any sleep over Mr. Allentown post- 
master, but to hurry up and send in an order from the Easton postmaster, from 
whom he said some time ago he expected to get a request for a machine. * * * 
Please send me a new lot of post-office requests. I am hungry for them. Time 
hangs heavy on my hands and I want something to do. 

On September 27 he a^ain wrote Hatch as follows: 

I inclose another from the Post-Office Department. This is the result of my letter 
to Hon. William A. Stone, the next governor of Pennsylvania. We ought to have 
100 orders by the 1st of January if you could only get your people to whoop things 
up a little. I am given to understand that I shall probably get the order for the five 
or six machines for the New York City post-office to-day or to-morrow. 

On September 30 he again wrote Hatch : 

I herewith inclose a letter from the postmaster at Titusville, from which you will 
see that the latter has requested the Department to send him a machine on trial. I 
also inclose a letter from ex-Representative Dick, of Meadville, who is looking after 
the postmaster at his town. So my little post-office scheme goes working merrily 
along. 

From these letters it plainly appears that Gensler was devoting his 
attention to securing requests from postmasters, and that there was 
never any doubt in his mind as to the sale of the machine after such 
requests were received. 

The foregoing plainly indicates that Gensler had an understanding 
with officials of the Department to furnish his machines to postmasters 
if they requested them. Requests from postmasters did not come in 
fast enough, however, so Beavers went a step further and furnished 
the Elliott & Hatch when other machines were requested. 

About the time the Elliott & Hatch machine came out the Reming- 
ton Company was making a typewriter designed specially for post office 
work, the price of which was $110. A book typewriter, known as the 
Fisher, costing $150, also was placed upon the market. 

The postmaster at Erie, Pa., under authority of the Department 
dated October 13, 1898, had tested the Fisher book typewriter for thirty 
days, and on February 14 he reported that it worked satisfactorily and 
asked permission to expend $150 for it. On February 17 his request 
was refused, while on Februarj'^ 24, just one week after such refusal, 
Gensler was authorized to send an Elliott & Hatch machine to Erie, 
Pa., and on March 26 the postmaster was directed to pay $200 for it 
(Exhibit U-16). 

On October 30, 1899, the postmaster at Council Bluffs, Iowa 
advised the Salary and Allowance Division that he had thoroughly 
tested the Remington machine and found it very satisfactory, and 
requested permission to purchase one at a cost of $110. His request 
was declined, but in March following he was authorized to purchase 
an Elliott & Hatch at a cost of $200 (Exhibit U-ll). 

On June 27, 1899, the postmaster at Asheville, N. C, asked for an 
allowance of $110 to purchase a Remington machine. On July 5 the 
request was refused, but on April 15, 1901, he was authorized to 
expend $200 for an Elliott & Hatch (Exhibit U-10). 
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On October 28, 1899, an Elliott & Hatch machine was sent to Con- 
cord, N. H., without requisition. Later, the postmaster reported 
that he had tested both the Elliott & Hatch and the Remington 
machines, that either was satisfactory, or that he could use both. He 
was ordered to pay for the Elliott & Hatch and return the Reming- 
ton (Exhibit U-12). 

On October 25, 1899, the postmaster at DecatmvIlL, asked authority 
to purchase a Smith Premier tj'pewriter at $100, and his request was 
declined. On November 28, one month later, an Elliott & Hatch 
machine was sent him for trial, and he was directed to report the 
result of the test. On December 23 he requested permission to test a 
Remington typewriter also, so that he might determine which was the 
better adapted to the work of his office. His request to test the Rem- 
ington was denied, and on January 23 he was authorized to expend 
$200 for the Elliott & Hatch. This postmaster, therefore, was not 
permitted to buy a Smith Premier at a cost of $100, nor to test a 
Remington, which would have cost $110, but was directed to purchase 
an Elliott & Hatch at a cost of $200 (Exhibit U-13). 

The postmaster at Elgin, 111., on November 28, 1899, without requi- 
sition, was informed that an Elliott & Hatch typewriter would be 
sent him for trial. On January 9, 1900, the postmaster wrote that he 
would like to test a Remington also, stating that it was said to be a 
better machine and cost less money; but on Januar}'^ 12 he was 
informed that it was not considered advisable to permit a test of the 
Remington, and two weeks later he was directed to pay $200 for the 
Elliott & Hatch machine (Exhibit U-15). 

On May 26, 1899, the postmaster at Kansas City, Mo., was author- 
ized to expend $200 for an Elliott & Hatch book typewriter; but 
instead of immediately complying he transmitted to the Salary and 
Allowance Division a report of the superintendent of the money- 
order division of his office, stating that he would prefer a Remington 
typewriter because it was smaller, speedier, and during the test had 
not needed repairs, while the agent tor the Elliott & Iiatch had been 
called in eight or ten times to adjust parts of his machine; and further 
that the Remington would cost but $110, $90 less than the Elliott & 
Hatch. But in the face of this report the postmaster was directed to 
pay $200 for the Elliott & Hatch machine (Exhibit U-17). 

On July 18, 1900, the postmaster at Spokane, Wash., requested per- 
mission to test an Elliott & Hatch typewriter, which was granted. 
On December 8 he reported the machine not suited to the needs of his 
office; that it had serious defects, such as the interlocking of the type 
bars, imperfect method of changing from upper to lower case, impossi- 
bility of keeping it free from dust, lack of durability, and its great 
size. He recommended that the machine be returned, and asked per- 
mission to buy a Remington, which he said he could secure for $100. 
On December 18 he was advised that authority to purchase the Rem- 
ington would not be given, but that he should keep the Elliott & Hatch 
machine, and was directed to pay $200 for it (Exhibit U-21). 

The postmaster at Duluth, Minn., after testing an Elliott & Hatch 
typewriter, wrote the Department that it would be of no advantage to 
him because there was no one in the office who could operate it. In 
response to this letter, on April 14, Beavers, through the First Assist- 
jant Postmaster-General, wrote : 
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Referring to your communication of the 10th instant, in which you state that the 
Elliott & Hatch typewriter is of no advantage to your office unless an .additional 
clerk is allowed, you are directed to continue the use of said typewriter, and under 
the new appropriation for clerk hire for the fiscal year commencmg July 1, 1900, the 
necessary relief will probably be afforded. 

In response to this suggestion, on May 26 an additional clerk with 
salary at $500 per annum was allowed that office, and the postmaster 
was directed to pay $200 for the Elliott & Hatch machine. This unnec- 
essary expense for an additional clerk was incurred that an Elliott & 
Hatch machine might be sold (Exhibit U~14). 

These citations are but samples, taken from the records, of Beavers's 
methods in promoting the sale of these machines. Gensler, however, 
even by political pressure, was not able to induce any great number of 
postmasters to ask for the Elliott & Hatch machine, and finally a 
large number were sent out without requisition. From January, 
1898, to April 15, 1901, 193 of these machines were bought by the 
Department at a total cost of $38,575. Of this number, 131 were sent 
to postmasters without requisition (Exhibit U-1). 

About April 30, 1901, First Assistant Postmaster-General Johnson 
learned of the useless character of these machines for the postal 
service and ordered that no more be purchased. 

The motive that prompted Beavers to this reckless and wanton 
waste of the public funds m the purchase of these machines was dis- 
covered by Inspectors McKee and Rolfe, who investigated the case. 
Their report is submitted herewith, marked "Exhibit U." 

It appears that Gensler had a contract with the company by which 
he received $75 on every machine sold to the Post-Office Department, 
and that he paid W. Scott Towers, superintendent of Station C of the 
Washington post-office, $50 out of his $75 commissions. Towers, it 
will be remembered, was the man upon whose favorable recommenda- 
tion the machines were ordered. Gensler says that he paid the money 
to Towers; Towers admits receiving it (Exhibit U-28), but denies that 
he ever paid any part of it to Beavers. The inspectors, however, 
have conclusive proof that he divided his commission with Beavers, 
each taking $25 per machine. 

Much of the evidence in this case is now in the hands of the United 
States attorney for the District of Columbia, and is therefore not avail- 
able for exhibits in this report. Towers and Beavers were indicted 
by the grand jury of the District of Columbia on October 1 and 5, 
1903 (Exhibits U-32, U-33, U-34, U-35, and U-36). 

BUNDY TIME RECORDERS. 

The letter-carrier service was inaugurated in 1863, and from that time 
until 1888 there was no difference in the hours of duty of carriers and 
clerks. All were employed until the work on hand was completed, 
without regard to hours. In 1888 a law was enacted by Congress 
restricting letter carriers to eight hours' work per day, and since then 
it has been necessary to keep a record of the time the carriers were 
employed each day. The original method of keeping this record was 
to require the carriers to register in a book the hour they arrived and 
departed on official employment. 

In 1890 the Bundy Manufacturing Company, of Binghamton, N. Y., 
began the manufacture of clocks with a recording device attached, so 
constructed as to note the hour and minute that a ke}^ is inserted. 
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Each key has an individual number, and this number appears on the 
record tape with the exact minute of insertion. 

In October, 1891, Harlow E. Bundy, treasurer and manager of the 
Bundy Manufacturing Company, wrote W. J. Pollock, then Superin- 
tendent of the Free-Delivery System, urging the adoption of the Bundy 
time recorder in the free-delivery service. 

Clocks were sent to Washington for examination, and some were 
placed in large free-delivery offices. After an extensive correspond- 
ence, the company finally was informed that the Postmaster-General 
did not deem it advisable to adopt the use of the clocks. No further 
consideration seems to have been given the matter until after August 
W. Machen became superintendent of Free-Delivery in September, 
1893. Machen seems immediately to have become interested in the 
adoption of the Bundy clocks. On October 26 he submitted an esti- 
mate to Frank H. Jones, First Assistant Postmaster-General, that the 
cost of equipping 30 free-delivery offices with these time recordei*s 
and kevs would be $12,038, or for the entire free-delivery service, 
$45,599.50. 

In the meantime a number of other time-recording devices were 

!)ressing,for adoption. But, largely through the efforts of Machen 
Exhibits V-2, V-8, and V-5), the Bundy dock was selected; audit 
appears that in June, 1896, an order was giVen the Bundy Manufactur- 
ing Company for 375 time recorders at $75 each, and 50 cents for each 
key. 

The only record of this order is a memorandum in the Department 
files. The origin of this memorandum is not very clear, but there is 
little doubt that Machen was directly responsible for the arbitrary pur- 
chase of these clocks; and when subsequently the Auditor questioned 
payment on the ground that purchase was unauthorized, there is evi- 
dence which indicates that Machen falsified the record by the intro- 
duction of the memorandum in order to secure the passing of the bills 
by the Auditor (Exhibits V-4 and V-28). 

Machen interested John A. Maher, a friend of his, then living in 
Chicago, but formerly of Toledo, Ohio. Maher became active in his 
efforts to induce the postmaster at Chicago to recommend the Bundy 
time recorder in preference to its competitors. In a statement (Exhibit 
V-5) Maher says: 

I am unable to assign any specific reason for writing this letter or the interest 
manifested therein by me in Bundy time recorders other than the friendship I 
entertained toward Mr. Machen since he was 15 years of age, it having come to me, 
by means that I do not now recall, that Mr. Machen was desirous of securing the 
adoption of the Bundy time recorder in the Chicago oflSce. 

In 1896, when this time recorder was first adopted by the Depart- 
ment, only 1 key was furnished for each carrier. But very soon 
thereafter it was alleged that 1 key was not sufficient to record a car- 
rier's time properly, and it was decided to supply each carrier with 
4 keys for recording, respectively, the time of arrival at the office, 
the time of leaving on bis trip, the time of his return, and the time he 
went off duty. 

About the same time another idea as to keys was developed, and 
dating keys — that is, 31 for the days, 12 for the months, and 1 for 
the year, 44 in all — were required to be furnished with each clock in 
addition to the carriers' keys. 

Shortly after adding the dating and the additional carriers' keys, 
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Machen suggested the use of a device that would cause the clock to 
strike at any given time, so as to give warning to carriers a certain 
number of minutes before their scnedule time for leaving the office. 
This device is known as the bell-ringing attachment, and it added $25 
additional to the price of th^ clock, so that to the original price of $75 
was added $25 for this device, and $22 for the 44 dating keys, thereby 
increasing the first cost of each clock to $122. And to this must be 
added the cost of 4 keys, or $2, for each carrier employed in the office 
or station where the clocks were placed. The 44 keys were furnished 
until the year 1901, when their use was ordered discontinued by J. M. 
Masten, chief clerk to the First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

In 1898 First Assistant Postmaster-General Heath extended the use 
of the time recorder by requiring the post-office clerks to use them. 
Up to that time they had been purchased through the Free-Delivery 
Division. Since then purchases have been made by the Salary and 
Allowance Division, though carriers' supplies of ribbons, tape, keys, 
etc., were still furnished through the Free-Delivery Division. 

An effort was made by First Assistant Postmaster-General W. M. 
Johnson and his chief clerk, John M. Masten, in 1901, to reduce the 

5 rice of these time recorders. In August of that year Masten wrote 
ohn Dey, of Syracuse, N. Y., inquiring as to the time-recording clock 
which he was manufacturing. Dey was then in Europe, and Masten 
was so advised. The files of the Department also show the following 
memorandum, dated September 24, 1901 (Exhibit V-21): 
Mr. Beavers: 

The First Assistant Postmaster-General directs that these orders for Bundy (blocks 
and kevs be held for further consideration. He wants to see the price on clocks 
reduced, to $50, and keys, of case-hardened iron, to 25 cents each. It there are any 
contracts, please bring them up for examination. 

(Signed) J. M. Masten, C. C. 

The matter of furnishing keys was taken up with Benjamin Cham- 
bers, of Lodge, Va., who, on October 2, 1901, submitted a proposition 
to furnish malleable cast-iron keys, fully case hardened, for 23 cents 
each, or steel keys, case hardened, for 27 cents each (Exhibit V-14). 

On October 5, 1901, Robert B. Brown, of Washington, a friend of 
Masten's, who was frequently in his oiBce, visited Syracuse and asked 
the Dey Time Recording Company for quotations on time clocks, and 
the quotations requested were mailed him at his residence in Washing- 
ton (Exhibit V-24). On the next day, October 6, he wrote the com- 
pany, asking that a clock be sent to him at his home address in 
Washington, for the inspection of postal officials, and on the 7th he 
again wrote Dey, asking him to come to Washington and ''close the 
matter with him." On the 12th a clock was sent to Brown and on the 
15th Dey visited Washington and consulted with Brown and Masten 
(Exhibit V-24). October 23 another clock was shipped to Brown for 
trial in the Washington post-office, and October 30 Brown acknowl- 
edged receipt of the same, stating that it would be delivered to the city 
postmaster. The clock was placed in the Washington post-office for 
testing, as suggested. 

Brown took great interest in the test of this Dey time recorder, f re- 
qnentl}^ visiting the room where it was located. On December 11 the 
postmaster made a report upon the Dey clock as follows: 

I have the honor to report that in compliance with your request of the 1st ultimo 
(A. T. H.), I have caused a test to be made in the delivery division of this office of 
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the Dey time register installed there, running through a period of thirty days, be- 
ginning November 5, and have received a report from the Superintendent of Delivery 
showing the result of the test. From this report, and from my own observation of 
the register, I have formed a very favorable opinion of it, and am prepared to submit 
that opinion if jrou are satisfied to have the test stop there. But as the register has 
been used only in one division, and by letter carriers only, I should prefer, before 
reporting finally upon it, to have it tried in another division and by clerks. I ask, 
therefore, that you allow me, say, ten days additional time from this date in which to 
test it. 

This recorder did not use keys, the record being made by pressing 
a button. The prices were: Clocks registering 50 emplo3'ees, $75; 
100 employees, i>100; 150 employees, $125. 

After the report of the postmaster was filed, no further considera- 
tion was given the Dey clock, and nothing more was done toward 
reducing the price of time recorders. 

This investigation has developed the fact that in December, 1901, 
about the time the postmaster made his report on the Dey clock, the 
Bundy company employed Brown, who had been actively pushing the 
Dey recorder, as their agent, pajinR him 10 per cent on all the sales 
made by that company to the Post-OiBce Department. Brown there- 
fore abandoned the Dey company in the midst of the test that was 
being made under his management, and apparently when Brown lost 
interest in the Dey clock Masten lost interest in the reduction of the 
cost of time recorders. After the employment of Brown, everything 
seemed to go smoothly for the Bundy company. On December 30 it 
submitted tne following proposition to the Department: 

International Time Recording Company, 

Binghamtorif N. Y., December 30 j 1901, 
Hon. W. M. Johnson, 

First Assistant Postmaster- General^ Washington, D. C. 
Dear Sir: In compliance with the oral proposition made by Senator Green, the 
president of this company, we beg to offer to supply the new improved Bundy 
**time recorder" at one hundred ($100) dollars each, and keys at fifty (50) cents 
each, and exchange keys at thirty (30) cents each. 

Also, supplies at the price at whicn these have been previously furnished you, viz., 
ink ribbons, six (|6.00) dollars per dozen; paper tape, two ($2.00) dollars per dozen. 
Should the appropriation at the disposal of the Department be at any time insuf- 
ficient, and the good of the service demands the installation of additional clocks, or 
the furnishing of supplies for same, we shall be pleased to supply same as heretofore, 
awaiting payment until next appropriation is available. 

This tender, if accepted by you, will continue in force during the term of four 
years, or the life of the present Administration. 
Trusting this will meet with your approval, and awaiting your pleasure, we are. 
Very respectfully. 

International Time Recording Company, 
(Signed) H. E. Bundy, Treasurer and General Manager, 

These were the exact prices that had prevailed for years. Its accept- 
ance would be of no advantage to the Department, but would be favor- 
able to the company, because it bound the Department for four years 
to the price which we have a right to assume the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General and his chief clerk both thought too high. On 
March 20, following, however, the proposition was accepted by the 
following letter: 

March 20, 1902. 
International Time Recording Company, Binghamton, N. Y. 

Gentlemen: Your proposition of December 30 last, to furnish such recorders and 
keys as mav be required by the Department, at the following-named prices: Recorders, 
at $100 each; clerks' keys, at 50 cents each, and clerks' keys in exchange for old keys. 
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at 30 cents each, is hereby accepted, with the understanding that should the appro- 
priation at the disposal of the Department be at any time insufficient to pay for the 
recorders and equipment required for the good of the service, you will furnish nec- 
essary recorders and clerks' keys and await payment until the Department has funds 
available therefor. 

Very respectfully, 

(Signed) J. M. Hasten, 

Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, 

The necessity of a formal acceptance of this proposition does not 
appear. No such contract had existed before. When clocks were 
needed, they were bought, and the Department was not required to 
buy them for any specified time. Such a contract could serve no pur- 
pose but to bind the Department to the use of the clocks of this com- 
pany, at the prices named, for a period of four years, and thereby 
prevent any further effort toward the reduction of prices. First 
Assistant Postmaster-General Johnson stated verbally to the inspect- 
ors that he was convinced by the arguments of Green that it would 
not be wise to change time recorders and have two systems in the serv- 
ice. Masten says (Exhibit V-23) that powerful political pressure was 
brought to bear on the First Assistant Postmaster-General, by Green 
and others, and that presumably because of this he discontinued * 
further efforts to reduce the price of recorders. Mr. Johnson stated 
that he had no recollection of ever having seen the written proposal 
submitted by Green, which was accepted in a letter signed by Masten, 
and that he did not know that the Department was bound by a four- 
year contract. First Assistant Postmaster-General Johnson was at 
that time in poor health and was at his office very little. He depended 
largely upon Masten's judgment in the management of departmental 
matters, 

Masten's attitude in this clock transaction and his relations with 
Brown have caused some to question the integrity of his motives in 
abandoning the idea of a reduction in the price of these clocks at the 
very time that Brown's interest changed from the Dey to the Bundy 
company. But a most searching investigation of the financial affairs 
of both Brown and Masten failed to reveal any evidence that any part 
of the money received by Brown from the Bundy company has been 

Eaid to Masten. Masten has been in the service for many years and 
as a most excellent record; and while his relations with Brown in 
connection with these clock transactions were such as to subject him 
to serious suspicion, yet the record of twenty-two years of upright 
and efficient service should not be discredited without positive proof; 
and at this time there is no proof that Masten has been guilt}^ of any 
acts of dishonesty. 

The records of the Department show that since the adoption of the 
Bundy clocks 1,743 have been purchased, of which 573 were bought 
through the Free-Delivery Division, and 1,170 through the Division 
of Salaries and Allowances. The total expenditure for these clocks, 
exclusive of keys, tapes, and other incidental supplies, has been 
1160,225. It is not possible to get the exact amount that has been 
paid for keys and other supplies, but it is quite accurately estimated 
at 187,150, making the entire expenditure by the Department for time 
recorders about $247,000. 

Postmaster-General Wanamaker declined to adopt the device, 
believing that it was an unjustifiable expense; but Postmaster-General 
Wilson and First Assistant Jones, under pressure from Machen, did 
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adopt the time recorder in the postal service; and this enormous 
expenditure and the attending scandal have resulted. 

At the time the Bundy clocks were adopted, H. J. Truesdell was the 
general agent of the company. He is not now connected with the 
company. When first seen by the inspectors he declined to discuss its 
affairs, but afterwards told an interesting story of his operations while 
acting as its general agent. He states (Exhibit V-28) that in the year 
1896 he paid Machen fl,000 for his services in securing the introduc- 
tion of the time recorder, and that afterwards he paid hiih various 
sums of money. Criminal action on such payments being barred by 
the statute of limitations, no special effort was made to secure corrob- 
orative evidence; but, considering Machen's record in other matters, 
it is not improbable that Truesdell's statements are true. 

Upon inquiry as to the relations of Beavers with the company, 
Truesdell suites that he first met Beavers in connection with the instal- 
lation of the Bundy clocks in the New York City post-office; that he 
was having some difficult}'^ because of the opposition of E. M. Morgan, 
superintendent of the registry division in the New York office; that he 
met Beavers, then a post-office inspector in the city of New York, and 
while lunching together at the Astor House he told Beavers of the 
trouble he was having with Morgan. Truesdell states that Beavers 
told him (Exhibit V-28): "He could get Morgan in an hour, as they 
were friends," and that Beavers did arrange with Morgan satis- 
factorily to him. Subsequently Beavers said that if he "should get 
the clocks going" he "ought to do something for Morgan" who would 
expect it; that later he got $1,200 from the Bundy Manufacturing 
Company and gave $600 of it to Morgan, who said to him that he had 
to "make a payment on his house," and the other $600 he gave to 
Beavers. 

This, according to Truesdell's statement, was the beginning of an 
intimate acquaintance between him and Beavers. It seems that Trues- 
dell had a dislike for Charles O. Shepherd, chief of the salary and 
allowance division under the administration of Postmaster-General 
Wilson, so he conceived the idea of having Beavers appointed to the 
place in case of a change in the national administration. In referring 
to this matter Truesdell (Exhibit V-28) says that the day after the 
Presidential election in 1896 he asked Beavers if he would like to be 
appointed chief of the salary and allowance division; that he was 
going to see that Shepherd was ousted. Beavers expressed his willing- 
ness for the position; and Truesdell further states that he interested 
a number of influential New York politicians in Beavers's hehalf ; and 
that after Beavers's appointment, in consideration of orders for record- 
ers, he paid him from time to time various sums of money, usually in 
amounts of $500 or $600; that these payments were made with the 
proceeds of checks drawn by the Bundy Manufacturing Company in 
lavor of himself. 

Statements of such shameless bribery and official debauchery on the 
part of one of the parties concerned should be taken with allowance. 
Truesdell's statements, however, are corroborated in a measure by the 
following letter found in the files of the Salary and Allowance Division: 

George E. Green, Mayor, 

Binghamton, N. Y. 
My Dear Colonel Heath: This is my good friend, Mr. George W. Beavers, of 
Brooklyn, of whom I spoke during the pleasant interview accorded me in your office. 
Mr. Beavers is an aspirant for promotion in the Post-Office Department. He is 
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reliable, trustworthj', and honest; a gentleman in every sense of the word. His 
ability, capacity, and integrity well fit him for the faithful discharge of all duties 
pertaining to any oflBce to which he may be promoted. 

If ^ou can consistently make him clerk of the salary and allowance department 
he will fill the bill admirably, and prove an efficient and confidential assistant upon 
whom you can safely rely. Mr. Beavers's sterling Republicanism has never been 
questioned. 

Very truly, yours, 

George E. Green. 
Hon. Perry S. Heath, 

First Assistant PostmaMer-Generaly Washington, D. C. 

This letter was not dated, but pencil memorandum indicates that it 
was acknowledged April 8, 1897. 

Beavers was appointed in August, 1897, and became the confidential 
assistant of Heath, as suggested b}^ Green. In a short time the pur- 
chase of time recorders was transferred from the free delivery 
division to the salary and allowance division, and an order was issued 
requiring clerks in post-oflSces to use them in making the record of 
their arrival and departure. The same reckless waste that character- 
ized Beavers's administration in other matters prevailed in the supply 
of these time recorders. Requisitions from postmasters were not 
required. No inquiry was made as to the necessity for clocks before 
they were shipped to post-oflSces, Under Machen time recorders were 
not furnished to the smaller second-class oflSces, but Beavers sent them 
in excessive numbers to offices where they could be used and to many 
offices where there was not the slightest necessity for them. To 
illustrate: 

Berkeley, Cal., has 11 carriers and 7 clerks, yet this office has been 
furnished with 3 clocks and 162 keys. 

Los Angeles, Cal., with 93 carriers and 87 clerks, was supplied with 
13 clocks and 840 keys, 438 more keys than the postmaster made requi- 
sition for. 

Eighty-nine Bundy clocks were sent to St. Louis, with thousands of 
keys, while 24 were all that could be used in Baltimore and 69 in New 
York. 

Fort Collins, Colo. , with 3 carriers and 3 clerks, has been furnished 
1 clock and 66 keys. 

Bristol, Conn., with 5 carriers and 4 clerks, was furnished 2 clocks, 
1 of which has never been taken from the crate. 

Winsted, Conn., with 5 carriers and 7 clerks, was furnished 3 clocks 
and 139 keys. 

Warsaw, Ind., with 2 carriers and 3 clerks, was furnished 1 clock 
and 61 keys. 

Independence, Kans., with 3 carriers and 3 clerks, was sent 1 clock 
with 90 keys. 

Westminster, Md., with 3 carriers and 4 clerks, was sent 1 clock 
and 118 keys. 

South Weymouth, Mass., with 2 carriers and 1 clerk, was furnished 
1 clock and 58 keys. 

West Concord, a station of the (>oncord, N. H., post-office, has 1 
carrier and 1 clerk, yet a clock was placed in that station. 

Babylon, N. Y. , is not a f ree-deliver}^ office, and onlj^ 2 clerks are 
employed, yet it has been furnished with a Bundy clock to record the 
time of arrival and departure of these two employees. 

Cambridge, N. Y., has 2 clerks and no carriers, yet it has been 
furnished with a Bundy time recorder at an expense of over $100. 
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A time recorder was sent to Bayshore, N. Y., in August, 1902, where 
there was not an employee in the office except the postmaster and his 
assistant. 

Such profligate expenditure is almost incredible. A hundred such 
instances as the above could be cited from the records. In the State 
of New York there are 26 offices with no free delivery, and therefore 
no carriers, that have been supplied with Bundy clocks. In less than 
six years Beavers bought 1,170 of these time recorders. 

Truesdell for many years was a trusted agent of the Bundy com- 
pany. His salary at one time was $10,000; certainly very liberal com- 
pensation for the character of the services required. Up to the year 
1900 all transactions between the Department and the Bundy Time 
Recording Company were through him, but during that year the com- 
pany became dissatisfied with Truesdell, and while he was still retained 
as its agent it also employed George E. Green, its president, as an 
agent for departmental business in Washington. Green was paid 10 
per cent on all sales made to the Post-Office Department. Bundy, 
treasurer of the companj^ states (Exhibit V-27) that Green's business 
as agent was to see that no other time recorders were permitted to be 
introduced into the postal service and to secure a continuation of the 
use of the Bundy clock. This commission to Green was in addition 
to his salary as president of the company. 

About the time that this investigation began Green wrote numerous 
letters urging an immediate investigation of the transactions of his 
company with the Department. In a letter on June 12 he stated 
(Exhibit V-29): 

We are ready and anxious to assist the Department in publicly exposing anything 
wrong or inequitable. 

On July 9 he again wrote: 

We only ask what is eminently fair and right, namely, that as soon as consistently 

Eossible the charges concerning the sale of Bundy time recorders to the Post-Office 
department, and anything associated with the International Time Recording Com- 
pany, George W. Dunn, and the writer in connection with the Post-Office Depart- 
ment, shall be openly and freely investigated, and then that official report shall be 
made in consonance with the facts. In view of the circumstances we urgently 
request, if you have not already had time to investigate the charges made or hinted 
at, that vou do so at your earliest convenience. 

Other letters of a similar character were written to different officers 
of the Department. Green was advised that as soon as practicable the 
Department's relations with his companies would be taken up. The 
investigation so persistently urged was begun in July, and several 
inspectors were assigned to the case. In the course of the investiga- 
tion they discovered that certain amounts of money, aggregating sev- 
eral thousand dollars, had been paid to Beavers by Green. They were 
directed to call upon Green for a statement as to the nature of these 
payments. But disregarding his former protestations, he declined to 
make any explanation whatever in regard to the matter. He stated 
that he had been insulted by this inquiry into his private affairs. He 
was informed that it was charged that Beavers had greatly favored the 
International Time Recording Company, of which he was president, 
by the purchase of a large number of clocks that were not needed; 
that there was evidence tending to show that Beavers had favored his 
companv from corrupt motives; that the inspectors in the investiga- 
tion had discovered that a large amount of money had been paid by 
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him to Beavers and that it was necessary to know the nature of these 
payments so as 'to determine what bearing they had on the present 
mvestigation. He then asked that any questions the Department 
desired him to answer be submitted in writing, and in compliance with 
this rejijuest the inspectors, on August 18, 1903, submitted to him the 
following list of questions (Exhibit V-29): 

Did you give to Geojge W. Beavers, in February, 1900, about the 6th, your check 
on the Knickerbocker Trust Company of New York for $500? 

If you gave Beavers this $500 check state why the payment was made to him. 

Did ^ou give to George W. Beavers, in May, 1900, about the 16th, your check on 
the Knickerbocker Trust Company of New York for $1,000? 

If you gave Beavers this $1,000 check state why this payment was made to him. 

Did you give to George W. Beavers, in October, 1901, about the 5th, your check 
on the Knickerbocker Trust Company of New York for $220? 

If you gave Beavers this $220 check, state why the payment was made to him. 

Did you give to Geoige W. Beavers, in December, 1901, about the 13th, your check 
on the Knickerbocker Trust Company of New York, N. Y., for $325? 

If you gave Beavers this $325 check, state why the payment was made to him. 

Did you give to George W. Beavers, in August, 1901, about the 16th, a draft of the 
First National Bank of Binghamton, N. Y., for $570.01, on the National Bank of 
Commerce, in New York, N. Y.? 

If you gave B^ivers this draft for $570.01, state why the payment was made to him. 

Did you give to George W. Beavers in January, 1902, about the 3l8t, your check 
on the Seventh National Bank of New York, N. Y., for $331.18? 

If vou gave Beavers this check for $331.18, state why the payment was made. 

Did you give to George W. Beavers in March, 1902, about the 19th, your check on 
the Seventh National Bank, of New York, for $500? 

If you gave Beavers this $500 check, state why the payment was made. 

Did you give to George W. Beavers in April, 1902, aoout the 26th, your check on 
the Seventh National Bank, of New York, N. Y., for $418.36? 

If you gave Beavers this check for $418.36, state why the payment was made. 

Did you give to George W. Beavers in May, 1902, about the 15th, your check on 
the Seventh National Bank of New York, N. Y., for $1,000? 

If you gave Beavers this $1,000 check, state why the payment was made. 

Did you give George W. Beavers in June, 1902, about the 16th, your check on the 
Seventh National Bank of New York, N. Y., for $1,750? 

If you gave Beavers this $1,750 check, state why the payment was made. 

Did you give George W. Beavers in October, 1902, about the 8th, your check on 
the Seventh NaMonal Bank of New York, N. Y., for $842.88? 

If you gave Beavers this check for $842.88, state why the payment was made. 

Have you paid money to George W. Beavers, either in casn or by check or other- 
wise, at any times other than those mentioned in the foregoing? And, if so, give the 
datcss of payment, manner of payment, and why such payments were made. 

Did you at any time, either directly or indirectly, give or promise to give, or cause 
to be given or transferred, to Perry S. Heath, George W. Beavers, or any other 
employee of the Post-Ofl5ce Department, any share or shares of the stock or any 
bonds of the Bundy Manufacturing Company, the International Time Recorder 
Company, or the Doremus Machine Company? 

On August 19, in answer to the list of questions, Green said: 

Since the time my attention was first called to the fact that business matters be- 
tween the Department and companies with which I am connected were under inves- 
tigation, I have repeatedly advised the Department of my willingness and desire to 
furnish all information possible, and to assist in every way in a full and fair investi- 
gation. My requests have not only been ignored, but the Department has seen fit 
to conduct a secret inquiry concerning my private business affairs, stock transactions, 
and bank accounts, tending to seriously injure my business and financial standing. 
This fine of investigation has been pursued without giving me any notice or oppor- 
tunity in advance to aid or assist the officers of the Government. * * * All my 
transactions with the Post-Ofiice Department have been conducted openly and 
honestly, and I have nothing to conceal, but it is evident that the Department is 
pot now seeking my cooperation or assistance, and is proposing to continue an 
inquiry into my private and personal business affairs for some purpose of which I am 
not advised. 

In this view of the case, and acting upon the advice of counsel, I must respectfully 
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decline to now make any statements in addition to those contained herein and those 
heretofore voluntarily made in my letters, now on file with the Post- Office 
Department. 

When he declined to make any statement to the inspectors he was 
subpoenaed to appear before the grand jurj^ of the District of Colum- 
bia and asked by the United States attorney as to his relations with 
Beavers and other departmental oflScials. He positively declined to 
answer any question, taking advantage of the principle that a witness 
can not be compelled to testify where such testimon}^ would incriminate 
himself. 

The result of the investigation shows that Green paid Beavers the 
10 per cent commission allowed him by the company on all depart- 
mental business. The following table illustrates the method of this 
payment. The first column shows the date the commission was paid 
to Green by the company; second, date of deposit in Green's personal 
account; third, date Beavers deposited Green's check, and fourth, date 
these checks were charged to Green's account. 



Date of payment to Green. 



Date of 
Green's de- 
posit. 



Deposited by 
Beavers. 



Charged to 
Green's 
account. 



Amount. 



September 30, 1901 
December 9, 1901 . . 
January 25, 1902... 

April 19, 1902 

September 11, 1902 



Oct. 1, 1901 
Dec. 10,1901 
Jan. 28,1902 
Apr. 22,1902 
Sept. 16, 1902 



Oct. 4,1901 Oct. 6,1901 

Dec. 12,1901 Dec. 13,1901 

Jan. 30,1902 Jan. 31,1902 

Apr. 26.1902 Apr. 28,1902 

Oct. 8,1902 Oct. 9,1902 



$220.00 
825.00 
331.18 
418.36 
1,042.88 



The aggregate of the payments made by Green to Beavers is exactly 
10 per cent on the cost of supplies sold by this company to the Depart- 
ment during a specific time, as shown by the recoras of the company. 
Prior to the payment by Green of this 10 per cent. Beavers was paid 
for post-ofiice sales by Truesdell (Exhibit V-28), but not a specific per 
cent, as far as can be learned. 

Beavers and Green were indicted bv the grand jury of the District 
of Columbia on September 17 and October 1, 1903, under sections 
5440, 5451, and 5501 of the Revised Statutes, for conspiracy, fraud, 
and bribery (Exhibits V-31, V-32, V-33, and V-34). 

Green was arrested at Binghamton, N. Y., on September 18, and 

E laced under $10,000 bail, and Beavers in New York City on Septem- 
er 23, and placed under $5,000 additional bail to that already given 
in other cases. 

CANCELING MACHINES. 

There are 8 varieties of machines in use in the postal service for 
canceling stamps and post-marking mail matter; 6 of these are leased 
and 2 are purchased outright. The purchase and renting of these 
machines is under the supervision of the General Superintendent of 
Salaries and Allowances. The appropriation for the rent and pur- 
chase of canceling machines for the fiscal year 1896-97 was $60,000. 
This amount has been increased annually until for the present fiscal 
year it is $250,000, showing an increase in the amount of money 
expended for this purpose during the time of Beavers's administration 
of the Salary and Allowance Division of $190,000, or over 300 per 
cent. 
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THE BARR-FYKE MACHINE. 



This machine is manufactured in Kansas City, Mo., by a companj^ 
of which M. A. Fyke is president. 

An effort was made in 1897 to introduce this machine in the postal 
service, which resulted on September 16, 1897, in an order beine placed 
for seven machines at an annual rental of 8^175. Nothing further was 
accomplished until Fj^ke employed the law firm of Dudley & Michener 
to represent him before the Department, agreeing to pay them $15 per 
annum for every machine installed for the hrst year and $30 per annum 
for every machine in use thereafter. This contract was made in the 
summer of 1898, and on September 6 the company received an order 
for 20 additional machines at $175 per annum and in May, 1901, an 
order for 10 more, making a total of 37. In 1900 the rental of these 
machines was reduced by the Department to $150 a year; and in 
August, 1901, Dudley & Michener notified the Department that they 
no longer represented the Barr-Fyke Company in any form. 

There is no evidence that this companj^ ever employed corrupt 
means to induce departmental officials to use its machines; though 
Charles V. Fyke, an agent of the company, states that W. D. Doremus, 
the inventor of the Doremus canceling machine, advised him in 1898, 
that if he wanted to succeed he should "get down to business" with 
Beavers and ''give him a share of the proceeds." He says, however, 
that he never followed out the suggestion because he dia not care to 
do business that way (Exhibit W-80). 

At present there are 37 of these machines in use at a rental of $150 
each per annum, making a total of $5,550 paid to this company 
annually. 

THE COLUMBIA MACHINE. 

The Columbia Postal Supply Company, located at Silver Creek, 
N. Y., manufactures a canceling machine invented by Fred C. lel- 
field in 1898. The company is organized and incorporated under the 
laws of the State of W est Virginia, with a capital stock of $200,000, 
divided into 2,000 shares of $100 each. 

The company's first proposal was to rent the Department 100 machines 
at $200 per annum. In tnis it was not successful; but in June, 1900, 
an order was given for 20 machines at $150 a year, and in May, 1901, 
an additional order for 20 machines at the same rate. There are at 
present 42 machines in use at $150 per annum, making an annual 
expenditure of $6,300 for this machine. It does not appear that any 
improper means have been used to promote the use of this machine. 

THE PNEUMATIC MACHINE. 

The pneumatic canceling machine is promoted by a corporation 
organized under the laws of the State of Indiana in the year 1898, 
with a capital stock of $20,000, divided into shares of $50 each. 

D. M. Kansdell, present Sergeant-at-Arms of the United States Sen- 
ate, became president of the company and retained such position until 
March, 1901, at which time he sold his stock and resigned. 

An effort was made in 1898 to secure the installation of 100 of 
these machines at a rental of $250 per annum, but nothing was accom- 
plished until May, 1899, when an order was received for 20 machines 
at $200 each per annum. Ransdell made an effort to secure a more 
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extended use of the machine, but he was unsuccessful and resigned. 
In July, 1900, the rent was reduced by the Department to $150. 

Mr. Hugh McK. Landon, secretary of the company, states that he 
made two trips to Washington in 1902, but was unable to secure any 
additional orders for his machine. He called upon Beavers, but was 
referred by him to a clerk named H. Clayton Graff ''as the man to do 
business with" (Exhibit W-72). In a' personal conversation with 
Inspectors Hamilton and Greenaway, Landon said that in a conversa- 
tion at the time of his second visit to Washington, Gmff stated to him 
(Exhibit W-64): 

You know none of us are here for our health. The Government is not liberal in 
the matter of its salaries and it costs much to live in Washington. 

Landon said that there was but one construction he could place upon 
this statement, and since he did not wish to secure business in that 
way he ignored the remark of Graff and discontinued his efforts to 
secure additional orders from Beavers. 

At present there are, 20 of these machines in use at $150 per annum, 
making a total yearly rental of $3,000 paid this company. 

THE AMERICAN MACHINE. 

The American Postal Machine Company has transacted an extensive 
business with the Department. It was incorporated December 23, 
1885, under the laws of the State of Maine, with a capital stock of 
$1,000,000, divided into 10,000 shares of $100 each. There were three 
incorporators — James Barrett, J. G. Cooper, and Sanford Stuart — who 
contributed $500 each, making a total of $1,500 as the sole assets of 
the company at the time of its incorporation. In 1892 the company 
issued 8 per cent bonds in the amount of $100,000. The larger part 
of the stock and bonds is held by J. G. Cooper and H. B. Rice. 
Cooper was the original president of the company, but after some 
years Rice was made president and general manager, and he continued 
as such until his death early in September of this year. 

The first contract the Department had with this company was in 1893, 
when 17 machines were rented, at $200 per annum. Since that time 
the number has been increased year by year until at present there are 
462 machines in the service. The annual rental continued at $200 per 
annum until 1896, when it was reduced to $175. In 1900 it was nir- 
ther reduced to $100 per annum; but in 1901 it was increased to $110, 
which is the present rate of rental. 

There is no positive evidence that this company has used corrupt 
means in securing this extensive use of its machines; but there are 
some very suspicious entries on its books of certain amounts of money 
paid to "Washington agent," "introduction and care," "legal services," 
etc. The aggregate of these paj^ments is $18,580. Rice, the president 
of the company, stated that most of these payments were made to 
Alfred D. Cushing, who was employed as the agent of the company 
in Washington. Cushing's connection with the company terminated 
in 1900, after which these payments were made to Kice himself, as 
increased compensation. Cushing states that no money was ever given 
to oflScers of tne Department. 

Before the investigation of this case was concluded, Mr. Rice, presi- 
dent of the company, and who knew more of its affairs than any other, 
died, and no further information probably can be secured in regard to 
its dealings with the Department. 
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There are at present 462 of these machines in use at $110 a year, 
making $50,820 that is being paid this company annually. 

THE HEY-DOLPHIN. 

This machine is manufactured by the International Postal Supply 
Company, of New York, of which Matthew J. Dolphin is president and 
manager, and George W. Hey is counsel. The company was incor- 
porated in 1885, under the laws of the State of New York, with a capital 
stock of $2,150,000, in shares of $100 each. Hey and Dolphin control 
the naajority of the stock. 

The first contract by the Department for the Hey-Dolphin machine 
was made in September, 1891, by Postmaster-General Wanamaker, 
for 100 machines, at a rental of $400 per annum. In 1895 First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General Jones endeavored to secure a reduction of the 
amount of this rent, but without success. He therefore refused to 
renew the contract, and the machines went out of the service. 

In 1897, when Jones retired from office and Perry S. Heath was 
made First Assistant Postmaster-General, Dolphin came to Washing- 
ton and endeavored to secure the reinstatement of his machines, but 
without success. In September, 1898, however, he received a letter 
from First Assistant Postmaster-General Heath offering to install 20 of 
his machines in the service at $600 per annum. This of^r was declined. 
Why Heath refused to consider a proposition for renting them at $400 
per annum, yet offered to install a limited number at 1600, does not 
appear. Dolphin seems to have abandoned further effort until June, 
1900, when he learned that Heath was going to resign. About that 
time he came to Washington, called upon the Postmaster-General in 
person and secured an order for the rental of 100 machines at $400 per 
annum. This was practically a renewal of the Wanamaker order. 

There is at present no evidence that any improper means have been 
used by this company to secure favorable action on the part of depart- 
mental officials. 

There are now in use 250 of these machines at a rental of $400 per 
annum, making $100,000 a year that the Department is paying this 
company. 

THE BARRY MACHINE. 

This machine was invented by William Barry, of Oswego, N. Y., in 
1883. The first contract between the Department and Barry was in 
July, 1895, for 100 machines, at a rental of $150 per annum. After 
securing this order a company was organized with a capital stock of 
$200,000, in shares of $100 each^ with Barry as superintendent. 

When the Hey-Dolphin machine was discarded by the Department 
in 1895, the Barry, in a measure, took its place. In 1897, when the 
change of administration occurred, the company employed Maj. Ralph 
Ballin as its Washington agent, which position he neld continuously 
until his death, in February, 1900. Ballin arrived at Washington in 
Mav, 1897. He at once called upon First Assistant Postmaster-Gen- 
eral Heath and solicited the renewal of the contract for Barry 
machines. Shortly after this interview Ballin received a call at his 
room in the Ebbit House from M. D. Helm, who presented a card 
written in the handwriting of Heath (Exhibit W-32). Helm stated to 
Ballin that he was formerly frqm Muncie, Ind., and an intimate friend 
of the First Assistant Postmaster-General; that he had access to him 
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at any hour, either at his residence or office, and was in a position 
materially to aid the Barry Company in its efforts to secure a renewal 
of its contract. He finally proposed that for a salary of $1,200 per 
annum he would use his influence to that end. Ballin left a detailed 
account in his own handwriting of his various interviews with Helm. 
Referring to these interviews, Ballin wrote: 

At our last interview last evening he, Helm, offered to give all his influence and 
earnest, honest efforts, as above described, to you for $1,200 per annum. * * * 
I did not write yesterday for I wanted to see Heath and ask him about the arrange- 
ment. Am satisfied that Heath is perfectly honest, but wants Helm to do well. 

After this interview with Heath he accepted Helm's proposition 
and employed him at $1,200 a year from that date. On June 6, in a 
letter to his company, he says: 

As far as Mr. Helm is concerned we have to take him on trust. He has repeated 
to me certain private conversations he has had with his "dear friend" and the latter 
is pleased with the readiness his recommendation was acted on. My judgment is 
that the salary of $1,200 per annum will prove a small item and that the employ- 
ment of Mr. Helm will prove well-timed and wise. 

On August 20, 1897, Ballin again wrote: 

Perry made an appointment with us for Monday afternoon, and I think it probable 
that action will behad then. Helm did excellent service and talked to Perrv ** with 
the bark off.'* He has access to his home, and his friendship makes Perry listen to 
his " words of advice to avoid scandal" with great patience. 

This employment of Helm was in the nature of a gratuity because 
of his friendship with Heath. It does not appear, however, that any 
other money was ever paid by this companj^ to influence departmental 
officials. Heath denies (Exhibit X) that he ever gave Helm a card to 
Ballin, and states that he did not know that Helm was employed by the 
Barry company. 

Helm is the same man who secured the contract for twine fronj the 
supply division, and was unduly favored by Louis in the purchase 
of a large quantity of twine during the closing months of the fiscal 
year 1900-1901 at the excessive price of $10.95 per hundred. Helm's 
employment at $1,200 per annum continued until July 1, 1901, when 
a difi'erent arrangement was made, by which he was paid $10 for every 
machine used. In 1897, after the employment of Helm, the rental 
price of the machines was raised from $150 per annum to $175, and 
in 1898 it was advanced to $200. In July, 1900, however, after 
Heath's retirement from the Department, the rent was reduced to $150. 

After the employment of Helm, Ballin seems to have sustained 
quite intimate relations with Heath and Beavers, so intimate, indeed, 
that Beavers appealed to him to aid him in securing an increase of 
$500 in his salary in 1898. On January 12 of that year Ballin wrote 
his company as follows (Exhibit W-31): 

Beavers wrote to-day to these offices for a report on the Barry machines recently 
installed, and requested that they send him samples of the work. He wants an 
increase in salary of $500 and asked me to help him. * * * Of course I cheer- 
fully assented, and I think it good policy to do it. 

There are at present 75 of the Barry machines in use at $150 per 
annum, making $11,250 paid this company. 

THE HAMPDEN MACHINE. 

The Hampden stamp-canceling machine was invented by W. R. 
Landfear in 1890. In 1892 Timothy Merrick, of Holyoke, Mass., 
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became interested in it. In 1896 Landfear made a vigorous effort to 
interest the Department in the use of his machine, and employed D. M. 
Hurlburt as his Washington agent. Hurlburt made a proposition to the 
Department to sell 100 machines at $200 each, which was declined. In 
April, 1897, after Perry S. Heath became First Assistant Postmaster- 
Genei-al, Landfear renewed the offer, but it was ignored. In the 
meantime, however, 10 machines had been installed, at a rental of 
$175 per annum. 

The company was reorganized on June 8, 1898, and George N. Tyner, 
a brother of late Assistant Attorney-General Tyner, secured a con- 
trolling interest in the stock; and another effort was made to sell 
machines to the Department. The result was that on December 8, 
1898, First Assistant Postmaster-General Heath ordered 50 machines 
at $300 each, and a few months later additional orders were given, 
until 100 had been purchased. The same machine, with a few slight 
changes, that had been refused by First Assistant Postmaster-General 
Jones in 1896 at $200, and again in 1897 by Heath at the same price, 
was now purchased at $300. George N. Tyner was interested by 
Landfear and Merrick apparently for no other reason than that they 
might, through his brother, James N. Tyner, secure business from 
the Department. Landfear states that the machine had been greatly 
improved. In referring to this he said (Exhibit W-39): 

At the request of Assistant Postmaster-General Heath the machine has been so 
remodeled that the cost was greatly enhanced by introducing a pedestal structure 
and more expensive machinery. 

The actual cost of manufacturing the 100 machines bought by the 
Department, as shown by Exhibits W-39 and W-40, was $70 each for 
the first 50, and |80 each for the second 50. Whether or not the 
machine purchased was an improvement over the old one is difficult to 
determine, but that the new machine was useless there is no doubt; and 
there is evidence that its worthless character was known to First 
Assistant Postmaster-General Heath and Beavers before the last order 
was given. Of the ten postmasters who tested the machines, eight 
reported adversely, one reported favorably, and then reconsidered, 
leaving but one testimonial out of the ten that could be considered 
favorable. 

Edward S. Allen, at present a clerk in the post-office at Cleveland, 
Ohio, states (Exhibit W-41) that in May, 1899, he was detailed by 
First Assistant Postmaster-General Heath to take charge of the in- 
stallation and inspection of canceling machines.. He accompanied 
George W. Beavers to Hartford, Conn. , and inspected the Hampden 
machine at the factory. Allen remained there for about two weeks, 
and thoroughly tested the machines. He says: 

During that period I wrote numerous letters to the Department wherein I stated 
plainly that the machines could not be made serviceable. 

But notwithstanding these reports, the machines were ordered and 
Allen was assigned to install them. In relation to this work Allen 
further states: 

I proceeded throughout the country, visiting numerous offices, installing these 
machines. In no instance can I truthfully say that these machines gave satisfaction, 
and in a number of cases the postmasters beseeched me to request of the Depart- 
ment that the machines be not uncrated, but be assigned elsewhere, saying that they 
would rather have no machine, but would rather use hand stamp than have a ma- 
chine of this make installed, all of which was covered in my previous reports to Mr. 
Beavers, which in every instance were adverse. 
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But despite these adverse reports, 50 more of these machines were 
purchased in 1899 at $300 each. 

Allen was a brother of the late George M. Allen, at that time chief 
clerk to the First Assistant Postmaster-General. His frank reports 
upon the merits of the Hampden canceling machine were not satisfac- 
tory to Health or Beavers, and he says he was plainly advised that such 
reports were not desired by the Department. In reference to this 
matter he says: 

Having returned to Washington after one of my trips, I was called into Mr. 
Beavers' s office and asked to be seated opposite him at his desk. He leaned over his 
desk, and looking squarely at me he said, ** Allen, you have got to quit your talking. 
You have got to get off the grass. ' ' I had been forewarned by my brother, who is 
now passed away, that it was Mr. Heath's desire that these machines must be 
installed, and he had warned me also that it was the desire of Mr. Beavers and the 
General that I did less talking dero^tory to the machine. I consequently knew 
what Mr. Beavers meant. From that time on it was my desire and purpose to simply 
install machines and refrain from any comment. 

The machines proved worthless, and in April, 1901, bids were 
requested from firms in Washington for remodeling them. The bid 
of the Doremus Machine Company was accepted, and a number of the 
machines were rebuilt, at a cost to the Department of $31.50 each, but 
still they were not a success. The records of the Department show 
that of the 100 machines purchased in 1898, but 17 were in use on 
April 29, 1903, 83 having been discarded. George N. Tyner was 
called upon by the inspectors, but he refused to make any statement. 
In the interview he said: 

I know what you gentlemen want. You want to get evidence connecting Perry S. 
Heath, George Beavers, and my brother with these post-office steals, and I can tell 
you honestly that neither one of them, or anybody else, ever got a dollar in any 
way, shape, or form in connection with this Hampden canceling machine; and then 
do you suppose for a minute that if I knew anything incriminating against my 
brother I would be fool enough to tell you? 

He declined to permit the inspectors to examine the records of the 
company, refusing them any information whatever. More than three 
years have elapsed since these transactions occurred, and because of 
the statute of limitation the matter was not presented to the grand 
juiy. 

The company was dissolved in 1903 and quit business. After pay- 
ing all expenses there was $21,940.66 as dividends to the three stoct- 
holders, Tyner, Merrick, and Landfear. Tyner and Merrick were 
allowed, in addition to the dividends paid them, $2,635.32 and $2,639.64, 
respectively, for sums of money alleged to have been advanced by 
them in perfecting the machine (Exhibits W-40 and W-48). 

The evidence in this case as set forth in the exhibits indicates that, 
at the request of James N. Tyner, Heath and Beavers paid $300 each 
for these worthless machines that had been twice oflFered to the 
Department for $200, and that at the time the machines were ordered 
they had abundant reason to believe they were not a success. 

THE DOREMUS MACHINE. 

The Doremus is a hand-power canceling machine, invented by 
W. D. Doremus, of Washington, D. C, and manufactured by the 
Doremus Machine Company. Its original promoters were Doremus, 
L. T. Michener, member of the law nrm of Dudlev & Michener, of 
Washington, and H. J. Truesdell, of Binghamton, N. Y. The com- 
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pany was organized August 3, 1899, and capitalized for $100,000, 
divided into 1,000 shares of $100 each. Of the 1,000 shares, 250 were 
reserved as treasury stock, the remaining three-fourths being divided 
equally between Doremus, Truesdell, and the firm of Dudley & Michener. 
The ^50 shares of treasury stock were ti'ansferred shortly after the 
organization of the company to George E. Green, of Binghamton, 
N. Y., in consideration of his affresment to guarantee the expense of 
manufacturing the first 100 machines. 

It was also agreed that he should be reimbursed for any expendi- 
tures he might incur from the proceeds of the first sales of the 
machines. Doremus was elected president when the companv was 
organized; Truesdell, treasurer and manager. But a, year later Dore- 
mus was superseded as president by Green, who holds the position at 
the present time. Doremus first interested Michener in his invention. 
Michener suggested Truesdell as a man who could aid him in promot- 
ing his device. Truesdell was at that time general agent for the Bundy 
Clock Company, of which Green was president, and through Trues- 
dell Green became interested in this canceling machine. 

Truesdell, as we have seen heretofore, was intimate with Beavers, 
and when the machine was tested Beavers was present to watch its 
operations. After carefully observing the test Beavers familiarlv 
remarked to Truesdell : ''Herb., if that works in a post-office as well 
as it does here you have got a fortune." At Beavers's suggestion 2 
machines were constructed and placed in the Washington post-office 
to be tested. On May 16 a proposition was made to sell to the Depart- 
ment these machines, at $250 each, and the following day an order was 
given the company for 10 at that price; but for some reason this order 
was not filled, and on June 28, about six weeks later, an order was 
placed for 75 machines at $150 each. After this order had been given, 
the firm of Dudley & Michener requested Beavers to ask for a report 
from W. Scott Towers, superintendent of Station C, of the Washing- 
ton post-office, in regard to the merits of the machine. On Jul}^ 15 
Towers made the report, but it did not seem to please Beavers, and 
he requested another, asking Towers to make ''the best report possi- 
ble." (Exhibit W-1.) This "best report possible" was made as 
requested. Beavers did not wait for it, however, before giving an 
order for 75 machines. 

After this order was given the Doremus company contracted with 
the Garvin Machine Company, of New York, to build 100 machines 
at a cost of $45 each. This price did not include certain equipment 
which was furnished by the Doremus company at an expense, it is 
claimed, of $11.75, making the total cost of each $56.75 (Exhibit W-2). 
The first shipment of machines was made in December, 1899; and on 
the 14th of that month, before any report as to their efficiency was 
received, an additional order for 25 was given. This first machine is 
known as model No. 1; and long before the 100 had been delivered 
the Department received numerous complaints from postmasters, stat-» 
ing that they were worthless. 

On account of the great dissatisfaction with model No. 1 the Dore- 
mus company established a factory of their own in Washington and 
began the manufacture of model No. 2, and solicited further business 
from the Department. It was claimed that model No. 2 was a greatly 
improved machine and much more expensive to construct than No. 1, 
and on June 30, 1900, Beavers, without testing its efficiency, contracted 
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for 100 model No. 2, at $225 each. The company was not ready to ship 
this new model until December, however, and in the meantime com- 
plaints continued to come from postmasters of the useless chamcter ol 
the Doremus machine. 

As a result of these numerous complaints a proposition was made by 
the company to exchange the new machine for the old one by the De- 
partment paying |75 additional, which proposition was accepted. The 
cost of the new machine (Exhibit W-2) was between $45 and $50. 

Model No. 2, however, did not prove any more satisfactory than 
model No. 1, as indicated by the following letters from postmasters. 

On April 9, 1901, Winslow Gray, postmaster at Campello, Mass., 
wrote: 

The Doremus canceling machine just received is worse than the old one. It looks 
to me as if it was an experiment. I am not sure of a good postmark any time when 
using it, nearly half the letters run through come out like the one inclosed, and we 
are obliged to stamp them over by hand. It is easier to stamp all by hand than to 
use the machine. 

On May 3, 1901, the postmaster at Dixon, 111., wrote: 

It is my duty to report that the Doremus canceling machine has not been in use 
in this office for about six weeks, my clerks claiming that they can do better work 
by hand. • 

H. M. Glen, postmaster at Seneca Falls, N. Y., on April 20, 1901, 
wrote: 

Some two months ago one of the Doremus machines was placed in this office. 
* * * We have tried every way to make a success of it, but failed, so that it 
stands idle. A general repair mspector came here and tried to adjust it, but with no 
success. My chief clerk is a mechanical engineer and was at one time the superin- 
tendent of a large machine shop here, and he has given considerable time in trying 
to make it work, but with no success. 

The postmaster at Louisville, Ky., on May 18, 1901, wrote: 

In April, 1901, a new machine was received from the Doremus Machine Company 
and immediately installed at Station B under the direction of the Department 
inspector of cancehng machines. After a most thorough and impartial trial thi» 
office, under date of May 2, 1901, reported the new machine as entirely unsatisfac- 
tory, and that attempts to utilize it involved so much delay and annoyance that we 
had been compelled to abandon the use of it entirely. As the machine is entirely 
useless to us, and is occupying space that could be utilized for better purposes, I 
hesitate about paying this bill until all the facts are laid before your Department for 
consideration. 

R. J. Cox, postmaster at Delaware, Ohio, on June 24, 1901, wrote: 

I desire to protest against the use of the Doremus canceling machine at this office. 
I believe the machine is a failure. * * * Our present Doremus machine is the 
second one furnished us, and it is very little better than the first one. 

These are but samples of the many letters received. 

Yet, in the face of these complaints, before the last order had been 
completely filled, a third order for 100 machines was given. The pro- 
tests from postmasters, however, became so numerous and positive 
that the company was, on July 19, 1901, directed to withhold further 
shipments on this last order until the machines could be improved. 
The new machine was examined by H. C. Graff, inspector of canceling 
machines, who reported 35 items for improvement in its construction 
(Exhibit W-18). 

As a result of the second failure the company again undertook to 
improve the machine so as to make it of some practical value. Model 
No. 3 was created, and promptly on December 17, 1901, another order 
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was given for 100 machines of this latest model at $225 each. An 
agreement was made to exchange model No. 3 for model No. 2 by the 
payment of $75 difference; but No. 1 was not included in this last 
exchange agreement. Of the 200 machines purchased of models Nos. 
1 and 2 only 39 are now in use, the remaining 161 being practically a 
net loss. Model No. 3 proved to be fairly satisfactory. 

The following shows the date, number, and price of the Doremus 
machines ordered by the Department: 

June 28, 1899, 75 machines, Garvin Machine Company, $150 \ ^^ i 
Dec. 14, 1899, 25 machines, Garvin Machine Company, $150 t ' 

June 30, 1900, 100 machines, Doremus Manufacturing Company, $225, No. 2. 
May 3, 1901, 100 machines, Doremus Manufacturing Company, $225 ^ 
Dec. 17, 1901, 100 machines, Doremus Manufacturing Company, $225 [■ No. 3. 
May 3, 1902, 200 machines, Doremus Manufacturing Company, $225 j 

This makes a total of 600 ordered and paid for. In addition to this, 
64 were ordered for exchange of models Nos. 2 and 3, and seven addi- 
tional orders for specific offices, making a total of 671 machines pur- 
chased from this company by the Department at a cost of $143,475. 

This is a repetition of the story of automatic cashiers and Elliott & 
Hatch typewriters, except that it is on a larger scale. The motive 
that induced the purchase of these worthless machines was developed 
by Inspectors Holmes and Gregory. Their report is submitted as 
Exhibit W-1. 

On December 11, 1899, Dudley & Michener sold their stock to 
Truesdell. He immediateh' transferred it to Green, who then became 
owner of half the stock of the compan3\ 

HEATH ACCUSED. 

In 1901 Truesdell and Green became estranged, and as a result, 
Tniesdell left the employ of the Bundy Clock Companjr and also sold 
his interest in the Doremus canceling machine. When interviewed by 
the inspectors Truesdell stated that before the order of June 30, 1900, 
was given for 100 machines of the model No. 2, 200 shares ($20,000 
worth) of the stock of the company was transferred to Perry S. Heath, 
First Assistant Postmaster-General; that in consideration of the trans- 
fer of this stock Heath promised to order not less than 300 machines 
at $225 each. In his affidavit (Exhibit W-3) Truesdell states that 
Green told him that he had made this agreement with Heath at the 
Waldorf-Astoria Hotel one Saturda}^ night, and that he thought Trues- 
dell and Doremus should "whack up" with him. Truesdell states 
that he agreed to contribute his share, and that he transferred 50 
shares of his stock to Green for that purpose. Truesdell further states 
that Green at the time submitted to him a telegram or letter from 
Heath, in disguised expression, acknowledging receipt of the certifi- 
cates of stock; and that afterwards he, Green, and Doremus discussed 
the matter, and Doremus agreed to contribute 50 shares of his stock. 
Doremus denies any knowledge of stock having been given to Heath, 
but states that he .did contribute 50 shares of stock, par value $5,000, 
to Green to be used for the best interests of the company. Truesdell 
further states that Green at a subsequent date purchased back from 
Heath this stock. Doremus admitted to the inspectors (Exhibit W-2) 
that Truesdell told him subsequently that the stock which Green asked 
them to contribute was to be transferred to Perry S. Heath in con- 
sideration of receiving a large order for machines. 
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Ida E. Crowell, Truesdell's secretary, who was a bookkeeper in the 
oflSce of the Doremus Machine Companj^ from October 3, 1900, until 
August, 1901, states that Doremus, m discussing the transfer of this 
stock to Heath, in her home in New York, at 234 West Twenty -first 
street, stated that he thought it was a mistake to give the stock to 
Heath; that he was now out of the Department and could no longer 
be of service to them, and that Green had given stock to the wrong 
man (Exhibit W-12). 

Heath refused to make a written statement, but said verbally to 
Inspector Simmons that he liever received any stock from the Dore- 
mus Canceling Machine Company, or any remunei-ation of any kind, 
directly or indirectly (Exhibit A). Beavers and Green declined to 
talk in regard to the matter. 

A summary, therefore, of the evidence as to Heath's having received 
this stock is as follows: The stock of the company was practically 
owned by three individuals — about 50 per cent by Green, 25 per cent 
by Doremus, and 25 per cent by Truesdell. Truesdell says Green 
told him that he agreed to transfer to Heath $20,000 worth of this 
stock in consideration of receiving an order for not less than 300 
machines; that Green asked him to contribute his proportion, or $5,000 
worth of the stock, which he did. Doremus stated that he contributed 
$5,000 worth of his stock to Green, to be used in the interest of the 
company, but in what manner it was used he does not know. 

Ida E. Crowell, bookkeeper of the company, states that she heard 
Doremus discussing the subject of stock having been given to Heath, 
in which he criticised the judgment of Green for so doing. 

Heath denies that he received the stock. Green and Beavers refuse 
to talk. 

From the above it is evident that Green told Truesdell and Doremus 
he had given this stock to Heath, and that they believed it. Otherwise 

they would not have contributed their share of the ''gift." 

I 

MONEY TO BEAVERS. 

Truesdell in his affidavit states that on each machine sold the Depart- 
partment after the first order for 100 of model No. 1 the company was 
required to pay Beavers $25, which he stated was to be divided with 
Heath; that on the first 100 he did not receive $25 each, but a lump 
sum of money, as he remembers^ $500; that he met Beavers by appoint- 
ment at South Ferry, New York, where they took a hansom cab and 
rode several blocks, at which time he paid Beavers this money as a 
^"gift" on account of the first order for 100 machines. 

Truesdell further states that the agreement that Beavers should 
receive $25 on each machine was first discussed by Beavers, Green, 
and himself at the St. James Building, New York, and afterwards 
consummated at the Raleigh Hotel in Washington. In regard to the 
payments to Beavers, Truesdell says that he made them to him per- 
sonally as long as he w^as connected with the companv; that Beavers 
usually came to the office at 300-302 Thirteenth street "NW., Washing- 
ton, D. 0., and received the money; that when he made a payment to 
Beavers he would secure the money by sending his bookkeeper, Mrs. 
Ida E. Crowell, to the bank with a check; that she would have the 
check cashed and bring the currency to him and then absent herself 
from the room when Beavers called to receive it; that the amount of 
these payments was entered upon the books of the company as "com- 
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mission account;" that the character of this account was known to 
Doremus and Green and was frequently a subject of conversation 
between them; that — 

Frequent statements were made from the books, at the request of Green, for his 
information by the bookkeeper, Mrs. Ida E. Crowell. Such statements, showing the 
item of ** commission,'^ were usually examined by W. D. Doremus, and duplicates 
of the same were retained* in the office of the company. The payments to leavers 
referred to, and which Beavers alleged were to be divided with Perry S. Heath, were 
made with the positive knowledge and approval of George E. Green and W. D. 
Doremus. 

Truesdell states that when the third order was given for 100 machines 
in the year 1901 the same arrangement was continued and thq,t Beavers 
was to be paid $25 per machine. Beavers stated to him that he sup- 
posed Heath would still expect his share, even after he had left the 
Department. 

Truesdell states that he knows from personal knowledge that four 
sums of $500 each were paid to Beavers, namely: 

$500 paid in New York in the spring of 1900. 
$500 paid February 13, 1901. 
$500 paid February 27, 1901. 
$500 paid March 14, 1901. 

Ida E. Crowell, the bookkeeper, in an affidavit (Exhibit W-12) states 
that she drew the checks, usually for $500 each, and had them cashed, 
procuring, as she remembers, bills of $100; that when she returned to 
the office with the money Beavers would be advised by telephone to 
call; that when Beavers in response to this invitation, came to the 
office she retired from the room, and that when she returned the 
money was gone and she would charge the amount in the blotter and 
on the ledger to ''commission account." She further states that she 
heard Doremus and Truesdell discussing the ''commission account" 
and knows that Doremus was thoroughl}'^ familiar with the proceed- 
ings (Exhibit W-12). 

These checks were drawn on the account of the Doremus Machine 
Company at the Seventh National Bank of New York and cashed by 
the (Jitizens' National Bank of Washington, D. C. An examination 
of the records of the Citizens' National Bank confirms the statements 
of Truesdell and Ida E. Crowell as to the cashing of checks in the 
amounts named: 

February 13, 1901 $500 

February 27, 1901 500 

March 14, 1901 500 

The statements of Truesdell and Ida E. Crowell are corroborated in a 
general way by William W. Long, of Washington, D. C, who says 
(Exhibit W-13) that from May, 1901, until the latter part of August 
of the same year he was employed to post the books of the Doremus 
Machine Company; that he made two complete sets of books, consist- 
ing of blotter, cash book, and ledger; that he found on the old ledger 
an account entitled '' commission account," and that subsequently in 
posting the books he made other entries in the '' commission account;" 
that the items for such entries were taken from the blotter where they 

had been entered by Mrs. Crowell as follows: ''To cash, $ , 

commission account," with the date of entry, but without the name 
of the individual; that his recollection is that these items usually 
amounted to about |500. 
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Mrs. Ida E. Crowell, the bookkeper, left the employ of the company 
in August, 1901, and Truesdell in the October following, and they 
have no further knowledge of its transactions. After the termination 
of Truesdell's employment, Green attended to the business personally, 
as in the case of the Bundy clocks. Fortunately he has left a more 
definite record of the payments to Beavers than was made by Truesdell. 

As has been stated, an account of the company was kept in the Sev- 
enth National Bank, of New York. In the same bank Green also 
kept an account. On March 14, 1902, Green drew a check for $500 
on the account of the Doremus Machine Company in the Seventh 
National Bank; on March 15, the personal account of Green in the 
same bank was credited with the same amount, and on March 18 
Beavers deposited in his account in the Nassau Trust Company, of 
Brooklyn, N. Y., a check on the Seventh National Bank, of New York, 
for $500. And on March 19 the personal account of Green in the 
Seventh National Bank, of New York, was charged with a check for 
$500. 

On May 10, 1902, a check for $1,000 was charged to the account of 
the Doremus Machine Company in the Seventh National Bank, and on 
the same day the personal account of Green was credited with that 
sum; four days later, George W. Beavers deposited by letter from 
Washington, D. C, with the brokerage firm of Moore & Schley, of 
New York, the personal check of George E. Green for $1,000. 

On June 14, 1902, the account of the Doremus Machine Company in 
the Seventh National Bank of New York is charged with a check for 
$1,750, and on the same day the personal account of Green in the same 
bank is credited with the identical sum. The next day Beavers depos- 
ited with the brokerage firm of Moore & Schley the personal check of 
George E. Green for $1,750. 

There were 130 Doremus canceling machines installed by the Post- 
Office Department from January 1, 1902, to June 1, 1902. The three 
checks referred to aggregate $3,250, an amount exactly equivalent to 
$25 each on 130 machines. 

The following is a summary of the foregoing payments by the Dore- 
mus Machine Company to Beavers: 

$500 paid at South ^^erry, New York, spring of 1900, by Truesdell. 

500 paid at Washington, D. C, February 13, 1901, by Truesdell. 

500 paid at Washington, D. C, February 27, 1901, by Truesdell. 

500 paid at Washington, D. C, March 14, 1901, by Truesdell. 

500 paid March 18, 1902, by Green, check on Seventh National Bank, New York. 
1, 000 paid May 14, 1902, by Green, check on Seventh National Bank, New York. 
1, 750 paid June 15, 1902, by Green, check on Seventh National Bank, New York. 



5,250 

One hundred and sixty-eight machines have been furnished by this 
company that have not yet been paid for, leaving an unadjustea bal- 
ance of $38,000. I respectfully recommend that this be not paid until 
the liability of the Department is legally determined. 

When it was publicly known that an investigation was to be made 
of Beavers's official record, Green manifested the same anxiety for 
immediate action by the Department in the matter of canceling machine 
contracts that he did in reference to Bundy clocks. On May 21 he 
wrote the First Assistant Postmaster-General as follows (Exhibit 
W-15): 

My attention has been called to the fact that one or two "yellow journals'* have 
mentioned the name of the Doremus Machine Company in connection with some of 
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the ** scandals." In behalf of the company, and for myself personally, I beg to 
assure you that there is not one single transaction which we have had with the Post- 
OflSce department or the Government officials that we are not only willing, but glad, 
to have dissected on the top of the table in plain sight of everybody. I believe this 
assurance is unnecessary to make to you. 

And on Ma}^ 30 he wrote the Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General, 
saying (Exhibit W-15): 

Permit me to assure jjou that there is nothing, so far as I am informed, differing 
in the business transactions with the Government and the Post-Office Department 
from those with commercial customers; nothing in connection with negotiations or 
business conditions to conceal, but, on the contrary, both of these companies court 
the fullest and most open investigations possible concerning each and every transac- 
tion, past, present, or future. 

While doubtless both companies would be gratified to continue pleasant business 
relations with the Government, the greatest anxiety on the part of the managements 
consists in not wanting to be placed in a false position from misinformation or want 
of information respecting the complete and exact facts relating to past or present 
transactions. 

When the inspectors had fully familiarized themselves with the case 
SO that the}^ could intelligently interrogate Green, they called upon 
him and asked specifically in regard to these financial transactions with 
Beavers, but he refused to make any statement whatever. 

He was then subpoenaed to appear before the grand jury for the 
District of Columbia, and was tnere questioned by the district attor- 
ney, but he still refused to answer, hiding behind the provision of the 
law that a man can not be compelled to testify if such testimony would 
incriminate himself. 

The inspectors also called upon Doremus and asked permission to 
examine the books of the companj^ to verify or disprove the truth 
of the statements of Truesdell, Ida E. Crowell, and Long, but they 
were refused permission to see the books. Doremus claimed that 
they were not in his custody; that he had no authoritv over them, 
and could not, therefore, permit them to be examined; that they were 
in the charge of L. S. Fish, the bookkeeper. Fish was then subpoe- 
naed to produce the books before the grand jury. He answered the 
subpoena, but stated that the books of the company had been burned 
last winter. 

The case was presented to the grand jury of the District of Colum- 
bia, and on October 5, 1903, indictments were found against Green, 
Doremus, and Beavers (Exhibits W-88 and W-89). 

The evidence against Heath was also submitted, but the district 
attorney decided that it was not sufficient to warrant his indictment. 

The administration of Beavers was, if possible, more demoralizing 
upon the integrity of the service than that of Machen. Machen sought 
to avoid the appearance of evil, to cover up his corrupt intrigues, and to 
keep his real purposes hidden from the public view. Beavers was reck- 
less in his methods and seemed to care little for the outward appear- 
ance; but he was exceedingly careful that no legal evidence should 
exist of his unlawful acts. He would not accept Truesdell's check. 
At first he would not even take currency direct from Truesdell's hand, 
but required it to be placed in a drawer and everybody to leave the room, 
that he might go in unobserved and secure the money without any- 
body even naving seen him enter. But long-continued criminal prac- 
tices make men bold, and finally he began to accept Green's checks 
and money from Towers in such a way that a written record of the 
transactions was left. There are many irregularities in Beavers's 
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record of minor importance as compared with the canceling machine, 
automatic cashier, and typewriter swindles. To illustrate: 

From July 1, 1898, to May 31, 1899, Beavers was paid a per diem 
of $4 for every day in the week, Sunday excepted, upon the theory 
that he was employed in the adjustment of letter carriers' overtime in 
the New York post-office, when in fact he rendered no service of that 
kind whatever. The payment was authorized by the auditing office 
upon the theory that Beavers's salary was not commensurate with the 
value of his services (Exhibit X-1). 

In 1898 he made an alleged official trip to the Pacific coast (Exhibit 
X-2); and after a junket of about six weeks he rendered a bill to the 
postmaster at Washington for $324 as '' expenses," without submitting 
a single voucher or receipt. This bill was paid and piEtssed the audit- 
ing office, while the accounts of other officers were scrutinized with 
great care. But the limitations of this report will not permit a narra- 
tive of minor details. That must be left for the exhibits. 



CONCLUSION. 

For the purposes of this report, the investigation ordered by you 
on March 7 has been completed. In the preparation of cases for trial, 
where indictments have been found, information may be secured 
which will necessitate further investigation and possibly involve per- 
sons not now implicated. 

More than 40 inspectors have been employed upon this work; some 
of them continuouslv every day since the investigation began. The 
records of a thousand post-offices have been examined and the files of 
many divisions of the Department, covering a period of from six to 
ten years, scrutinized. 

The system of organized corruption that has been disclosed began in 
1893 and continued until stopped by this investigation. The amount 
of money secured by the corrupt officials and their confederates is 
small as compared with the total loss to the Government. To illustrate: 
There is no evidence that Louis received any compensation from Ault 
& Wiborg, yet during the first year of his administration the expendi- 
tures for canceling ink increased over $10,000. 

It does not appear that Kempner received money from the manifold 
company, yet the cost of manifold supplies increased more than $40,000 
a year. 

Barrett received but $6,000 from Arnold, yet that company defrauded 
the people out of over $3,000,000. 

M!achen probably did not receive more than $26,000 from the Groff 
fastener, let the Government has paid approximately $130,000 for 
that device, which represents a net loss, since the Department con- 
tinued, bv the terms of the contract for letter boxes, to pay for the 
original fasteners. 

Beavers and his associates received less than $20,000 from the auto- 
matic cashier. Yet the Department expended $74,275 for this wholly 
unnecessarv machine. 

The total amount that the perpetrators of these frauds themselves 
received can not be definitely learned, but it will aggregate between 
$300,000 and $400,000; while the loss to the Government, considering 
the unnecessary supplies that have been purchased and the inferior 
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quality of those furnished by fraudulent contractors, can not be esti- 
mated with any degree of accui'acy. 

As the gross abuses have been brought to light they have been 
promptly corrected by the proper departmental officers. Contracts, 
where fraud has been discovered, have been annulled. 

As a result of the investigation, four officers and employees of the 
Department have resigned and thirteen have been removed. Forty- 
four indictments have been found, involving thirty-one persons, ten 
of whom have been connected with the postal service. Attached to 
this report is a list of those who have been separated from the service 
by resignation and removal; -also a complete list of the indictments 
and the persons involved. 

I can not speak in too high praise of the industry and intelligence of 
the inspectors and their loyalty to the interests of the service. The 
success of the investigation is largely due to them. They have sought 
the truth with eagerness and skill. No accounts have been too intricate 
for them to unravel, no labor too burdensome to undertake. Under 
the immediate charge of Chief Inspector William E. Cochran they 
have worked in perfect accord. A list of the inspectors who have 
been employed on the investigation is attached to this report. 

The results of the investigation demonstrate that all traveling agents 
of the Department, such as assistant superintendents of Salaries and 
Allowances, of the Free Delivery Service, the Railway Mail Service, 
and the Registry System, and inspectors, should be placed under one 
organization. 

A number of changes should be made in the organization of the 
Department in order to provide a more perfect check on the operations 
of various divisions, and some restrictive legislation affecting the divi- 
sions of Salaries and Allowances, of Rural I ree Delivery, and possibly 
others may be necessary. What the service most needs, however, is 
honest, intelligent, and vigorous administration. The corruption dis- 
closed is not due to lax laws but to the dishonest}^ of those who have 
been charged with the responsibility of administering them. • 

In closing permit me to express my most sincere appreciation of the 
cordial support I have received from you during the progress of the 
investigation. The hearty cooperation of First Assistant Fostmaster- 
General Wynne, whose bureau has been so largely involved, and of 
Assistant Attorney-General Robb has been of great value. 
Respectfully submitted. 

J. L. Bristow, 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster- Genen'ol, 
The Postmaster-General. 
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APPENDIX 



LIST OP INSPECTORS EMPLOYED ON THE INVESTIGATION. 

W. E. Cochran, chief inspector. 
Inspectors in charge of divisions. 



Martin C. Fosnes, St. Paul. 
Paul E. Williams, Chattanooga. 
William J. Vickery, Cincinnati. 
Joe P. Johnston, New Orleans. 
George D. Linn, Spokane. 
John R. Harrison, Kansas City. 
Lawrence Letherman, Boston. 



City inspectors. 



Walter S. Mayer, Chicago. 
George M. Sutton, Washington. 
Ervin H. Thorp, New York. 
James O'Connell, San Francisco. 
Frank E. Little, New York. 
Abraham R. Holmes, Cincinnati. 
Frank M. Hamilton, New Orleans. 
Robert M. Fulton, St. Louis. 
Joseph D. Farrell, Chicago. 
John D. Sullivan, St. Louis. 
Michael H. Boyle, New York. 
Charles H. Thomas, Chicago. 
Edward L. McKee, Kansas City. 
Charles E. Crowell, Brooklyn. 
William B. Snow, Boston. 
James T. Cortelyou, Jersey City. 
Albert E. Furniss, Washington. 
Walter B. Piatt, St. Louis. 



Field inspectors^ with division to which assigned* 



Rush D. Simmons, Kansas City. 
Confucius L. Wayland, Spokane. 
Lake Jones, Chattanooga. 
Edwin A. Niess, Boston. 
John F. Oldfield, Cincinnati. 
Emmons Rolfe, New Orleans. 
Hardy T. Gregory, Chattanooga. 
Nathan Noile, St. Paul. 
George F. H. Birdseye, Boston. 
James E. Bennett, Denver. 
William E. Greenaway, Chattanooga. 
John W. Bulla, Washmgton. 
James J. Smyth, Chattanooga. 
Harry B. Hall, San Francisco. 
William M. Ketcham, Chicago. 
Sherman C. Kile, Cincinnati. 
George W. Holloway, jr., Chicago. 
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RESIGNATIONS. 

George W. Beavers, General Superintendent of Salaries and Allowances. Appointed 
to clerkship in New York post-office January, 1881. Resignation accepted to take 
effect March 31, 1903. 

G. A. C. Christiancy, assistant attorney, Post-Office Department. Appointed 
January 1, 1901. Resignation accepted October 12, 1903. 

Charles T. McCoy, assistant superintendent, Free-Delivery Service. Appointed 
poet-office inspector March 18, 1898. Resignation accepted October 17, 1903. 

William H. Landvoigt, superintendent, classification division. Appointed tem- 
porary messenger August 6, 1875. Resignation accepted October 24, 1903. 

REMOVALS. 

James N. Tyner, Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office Department. 
Appointed special agent, Post-Office Department, March 7, 1861. Removed April 
22, 1903. 

Daniel V. Miller, assistant attorney, Post-Office Department. Appointed July 1, 
1902. Removed May 25, 1903. 

James T. Metcalf, Superintendent Money-Order System. Appointed post-office 
inspector February 2, 1882. Removed June 17, 1903. 

A. W. Machen, General Superintendent Free-Delivery Svstem. Appointed clerk in 
post-office at Toledo, Ohio, March 1, 1887. Removed May 27, 1903. 

Charles Hedges, superintendent of city free-delivery service. Appointed assistant 
superintendent Free-Delivery Service July 1, 1898. Removed July 22, 1903. 

James W. Erwin, assistant superintendent, Free-Delivery Service. Appointed 
post-office inspector June 27, 1887. Removed September 16, 1903. 

Louis Kempner, superintendent, Registry System. Appointed clerk in post-office 
at New York, N. Y., August, 1886. Removed October 21, 1903, as recommended. 

W. Scott Towers, superintendent Station C, Washington, D. C. Appointed clerk 
Washington post-office November, 1890. Removed October 1, 1903. 

Otto F. Weis, assistant superintendent, registry division. New York, N. Y.,jpost- 
office. Appointed clerk New York post-office June, 1890. Ordered removed Octo- 
ber 21, 1903. 

T. W. McGregor, clerk, free-delivery division, in charge of supplies. Appointed 
page, Post-Office Department, March 11, 1891. Removed June 5, 1903. 

C. E. Upton, clerk, free-delivery division. Appointed July 1, 1900. Removed 
June 5, 1903. 

M. W. Louis, Superintendent of Supply Division. Appointed <jashier, Kansas City, 
Mo., post-office, April 17, 1897. Removed October 21, 1903, as recommended. 

Charles B. Terrv, clerk, supply <ii vision. Appointed temporary clerk September 
20, 1900. Removed October 21, 1903. 

Many of these persons have been separated from the service since they were first 
appointed, but only the original appointments have been given. 

PERSONS INDICTED AND NUMBER FOUND AGAINST EACH. 



No. of 
indictments. 

Machen, A. W 14 

Beavers, George W 8 

Green, George E 5 

Barrett,H. / 5 

Groff, Diller B \ o 

Groff, Samuel A / "^ 

Tyner, James N 3 

Long, William C 3 

McGiehan, Isaac S 3 

Huntington, Geo. H 3 

Towers, W. Scott 3 

Lorenz, George E \ o 

Lorenz, Martha J / 

McGregor, Thomas W 2 

Cupper; John T 2 



No. of 
indictments. 

Hallenbeck, H. C 2 

Doremus, W. D 2 

Scheble, Eugene D 2 

Crawford, Wm. G 2 

Upton, C. E 

Runkle, Maurice 

Metcalf, James T 

Metcalf, Norman R 

Stern, Leopold J 

Erwin, James W 

Driggs, Edmund H 

Miller, George F 

Miller, Daniel V 

Johns, Joseph M 



Indictments against two other persons have been returned, but the arrests have 
not as yet been made. 
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The following is a list of the indictments that have been found: 

At WashingUmy D. C. 

Indictnaent No. 23786. August W. Machen, indicted June 5, 1903, for violation of 
section 5501, Revised Statutes. Accepting a bribe in connection with purchase of 
Groff fasteners. 

Indictnaent No. 23788. Diller B. Groff and Samuel A. Groff, indicted June 8, 
1903, for violation of section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of A. W. Machen, ifl 
connection with purchase of Groff fasteners. 

Indictment No. 23810. George E. Lorenz, Martha J. Lorenz, August W. Machen, 
Diller B. Groff, and Samuel A. Groff, indicted June 22, 1903, for violation of section 
5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to defraud the United States in connection with 
purchase of Groff fasteners. 

Indictment No. 23823. August W. Machen, indicted June 29, 1903, for violation 
of section 5501, Revised Statutes. Accepting a bribe in connection with purchase of 
Groff fasteners. 

Indictment No. 23824. Diller B. Groff and Samuel A. Groff, indicted June 29, 
1903, for violation of section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of A. W. Machen in 
connection with purchase of Groff fasteners. 

Indictment No. 23860. August W. Machen, Thomas W. McGregor, and Maurice 
Runkle, indicted July 31, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. 
Conspiracy to defraud the United States in connection with purchase of carriers' 
pouches. 

Indictment No. 23861. August W. Machen, John T. Cupper, and William C. 
Long, indicted July 31, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Con- 
spiracy to defraud the United States in connection with the painting of street letter 
and package boxes. 

Indictment No. 23862. Leopold J. Stern, August W. Machen, and William C. 
Long, indicted July 31, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Con- 
spiracy to defraud the United States in connection with the purchase of carriers' 
satchels and shoulder straps. 

Indictment No. 23863. John T. Cupper, indicted July 31, 1903, for violation of 
section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of August W. Machen in connection with 
painting of street letter and package boxes. 

Indictment No. 23864. William C. Long, indicted July 31, 1903, for violation of 
section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of August W. Machen in connection with 
painting of street letter and package boxes. 

Indictment No. 23865. Aujgust W. Machen, William G. Crawford, George E. Lorenz, 
and Martha J. Lorenz, indicted July 31, 1903, for violation of section M40, Revised 
Statutes. Conspiracy to defraud the United States in connection with purchase of 
carriers' satchels and shoulder straps. 

Indictment No. 23866. William Gordon Crawford, indicted Julv 31, 1903, for vio- 
lation of section 5438, Revised Statutes. Makine and presenting false claims in con- 
nection with purchase of carriers' satchels and shoulder straps. 

Indictment No. 23906. Isaac S. McGiehan, George H. Huntington, and A. W. 
Machen, indicted September 8, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised statutes. 
Conspiracy to commit an offense against the United States in connection with pur- 
chase of package boxes. 

Indictment No. 23907. Isaac S. McGiehan, George H. Huntington, and A. W. 
Machen, indicted September 8, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. 
Conspiracy to defraud the United States in connection ^ith purchase of package boxes. 

Indictment No. 23908. Isaac S. McGiehan and George H. Huntington, indicted 
September 8, 1903, for violation of section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of 
August W. Machen in connection with purchase of package boxes. 

Indictment No. 23909. Eugene D. Scneble and August W. Machen, indicted Sep- 
tember 8, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to defraud 
the United States in connection with purchase of street letter boxes. 

Indictment No. 23910. Eugene D. Scheble and August W. Machen, indicted Sep- 
tember 8, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to com- 
mit an offense against the United States in connection with purchase of street letter 
boxes. 

Indictment No. 23911. August W. Machen, indicted September 8, 1903, for viola- 
tion of section 5501, Revised Statutes. Accepting a bribe in connection with pur- 
chase of street letter boxes. 

Indictment JNo. 23912. George W. Beavers, August W. Machen, and James W. 
Erwin, indicted September 8, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. 
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Conspiracy to defraud the United States in connection with purchase of Montague 
device. 

^ Indictment No. 23926. George W. Beavers, indicted September 17, 1903, for viola- 
tion of section 5501, Revised Statutes. Accepting a bribe in connection with pur- 
chase of Bundy time recorders. 

Indictment No. 23927. George E. Green, indicted September 17, 1903, for viola- 
tion of section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of George W. Beavers in connection 
with purchase of Bundy time recorders. 

Indictment No. 23928. George W. Beavers and George E. Green, indicted Sep- 
tember 17, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to com- 
mit an offense against the United States in connection with the purchase of Bundy 
time recorders. 

Indictment No. 23940. George W. Beavers and George E. Green, indicted Octo- 
ber 1, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to defraud 
the United States in connection with purchase of Bundy time recorders. 

Indictment No. 23941. W. Scott Towers, indicted October 1, 1903, for violation of 
section 1781, Revised Statutes. Receiving money for promoting Elliott & Hatch 
typewriter contract while an oflBcer of the Government. 

Indictment No. 23942. W. Scott Towers, indicted October. 1, 1903, for violation of 
section 1782, Revised Statutes. Receiving money for promoting Elliott & Hatch 
typewriter contract while an officer of the Government. 

Indictment No. 23948. James N. Tyner and Harrison J. Barrett, indicted Octo- 
ber 5, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to defraud 
the United States in connection with the Equitable Debenture Company and others. 
Indictment No. 23949. James N. Tyner and Harrison J. Barrett, indicted Octo- 
ber 5, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to commit an 
offense against the United States in connection with Southern Mutual Investment 
Company. 

Indictment No. 23950. James N. Tyner and Harrison J. Barrett, indicted Octo- 
ber 5, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to commit an 
offense against the United States in connection with the Continental Security Re- 
demption Company. 

Indictment No. 23951. James T. Metcalf, Harry C. Hallenbeck, and Norman R. 
Metcalf, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. 
Conspiracy to defraud the United States in connection with printing money-order 
fonns. 

Indictment No. 23952. Harrison J. Barrett, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation 
of section 1782, Revised Statutes. Receiving compensation for obtaining a letter from 
Assistant Attorney-General approving the business methods of the Continental Secu- 
rity Redemption Company, of Birmingham, Ala. 

Indictment No. 23953. Harrison J. Barrett, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation 
of section 1782, Revised Statutes. Receiving compensation for obtaining a letter from 
Assistant Attorney-General approving the business methods of the Continental 
Security Redemption Company, of Birmingham, Ala. 

Indictment No. 23954. George W. Beavers, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation 
of section 5501, Revised Statutes. Accepting a bribe in connection with purchase of 
the Elliott & Hatch typewriters. 

Indictment No. 23955. W. Scott Towers, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation of 
section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of George W. Beavers in connection with 
purchase of JEUiott & Hatch typewriters. 

Indictment No. 23956. Harry C. Hallenbeck, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation 
of section 5438, Revised Statutes. Presenting false claims in connection with contract 
for printing money-order forms. 

Indictment No.'23957. August W. Machen, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation 
of section 5501, Revised Statutes. Accepting a bribe in connection with purchase 
of badges for rural free delivery carriers. 

Indictment No. 23959. George W. Beavers, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation 
of section 5501, Revised Statutes. Accepting a bribe in connection with purchase of 
Elliott & Hatch typewriters. 

Indictment No. 23960. George E. Green and Willard D. Doremus, indicted Octo- 
ber 5, 1903, for violation of section 5451, Revised Statutes. Bribery of George W. 
Beavers in connection with purchase of Doremus canceling machines. 

Indictment No. 23961. George W. Beavers, George E. Green, and Willard D. 
Doremus, indicted October 5, 1903, for violation of section 5440, Revised Statutes. 
Conspiracy to defraud the United States in connection with purchase of Doremus can- 
celing machines. 
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At Brooklyn^ N. Y. 

Edmund H. Briggs, indicted June 24, 1903, for violation of sections 1781 and 
1782, Revised Statutes. Accepting compensation while a member of Congress for 
promoting contract of Brandt automatic cashiers. 

George F. Miller, indicted June 25, 1903, for violation of section 1781, Revised 
Statutes. Paying Congressman Driggs for promoting contract of Brandt automatic 
cashiers. 

George W. Beavers, indicted July 16, 1903, for violation of section 1781, Revised 
Statutes. Participating in money received by Congressman Briggs for promoting 
contract of Brandt automatic cashiers. 

At Baltimore, Md. 

Thomas W. McGregor and C. Ellsworth Upton, indicted June 25, 1903, for viola- 
tion of section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to defraud the United States in 
connection with purchase of carriers* pouches. 

At CincinncUij Ohio, 

Daniel V. Miller and Joseph M. Johns, indicted October, 1903, for violation of 
section 5440, Revised Statutes. Conspiracy to commit an offense against the United 
States in connection with John J. Ryan & Co. 
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The exhibits are withheld from publication pending the triAl of criminal cases 
against a number of the offenders. 
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Copy of letter of Postmastei'- General Payne to Fourth Assistant Post- 
master- General Bristow^ dated November 3^ 1903. 

November 3, 1903. 

My dear General Bristo w : Now that your report is finished and 
the first Stage of the work in connection with the investigation into 
the affairs of the Post-Office Department has passed, I can not refrain 
from testifying to the able, intelligent, vigorous work done by you in 
connection therewith. 

For eight months you have labored to discover the real conditions 
existing in the Department, devoting your best efforts night and day 
to that end, and as Postmaster-General I desire to extend to you the 
thanks of the Department. 

I ask you to convey to Chief Inspector Cochran and to the inspectors 
who have been detailed to the work of the investigation my thanks for 
their intelligent, unceasing, and successful efforts to bring about the 
exposure of the wrongdoing in the Department and the punishment of 
the guilty ones. 

I am aware that the task is not yet completed. While the immedi- 
ate responsibility for the conviction of those indicted is transferred 
to another department of the Government, yet you and the inspectors 
will be relied upon to furnish the evidence in the cases, and much 
depends upon the intelligence and zeal in which that service is per- 
formed. Knowing the method and manner of the work so far done, I 
look forward with the utmost confidence to what will be accomplished 
in the future, as suggested above. 

Very truly, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General, 

Hon. Jos. L. Bristo w. 

Fourth Assistant Postmaster- General, 
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Reply of Fourth Assistant Postmaster- General Bristow^ dated Novern- 

ie?^ 4, J903. 

OFFICE OP Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Washington^ D. C, November 4, 190S. 
My dear GeneraXi Payne : In response to your letter of Novem- 
ber 3, commending the work of myself and the inspectors in connec- 
tion with the recent investigation, I appreciate very much your kind 
expressions of approval. 

I desire to thank you personally for the sincere and earnest support 
which I received from you during the entire progress of the investiga- 
tion. Without such support from the head of the Department the 
investigation could not have succeeded as it did. 
Very truly, yours, 

J. L. Bristow, 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster- General, 

The Postmaster-General. 
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Comm/unication from Hon, E, F. Loud to editor of Washington Fast 

Washington, D. C, May 5, 1908, 
To the Editor of the Washington Post: 

On yesterday I was interviewed by the representatives of several of 
the newspapers of the country, in which interview I took occasion to 
make a statement regarding the investigation now going on in the 
Post-Office Department, which I thought was but an act of justice to 
the Department. The statement was considered particularly' impor- 
tant by me by reason of the fact that there were but two men, besides 
myself, in the country who could have known the absolute facts 
regarding the situation. The statements made by me are in sub- 
stance as follows: 

Many newspapers have repeatedly stated that the present investi- 
gation was not instituted until after certain pressure had been brought 
to bear upon the Department. Early in the winter — it must have 
been in December — the present Post master- General (Mr. Pajnie) and 
myself had many consultations regarding the postal service, and as a 
result of these interviews it was determined, as soon as possible after 
the adjournment of Congress, that an investigation should be made 
of the service. Mr. Payne was in thorough accord with me regarding 
the advisability of this investigation. I recommended that such 
investigation should not commence until after Congress adjourned. 
There are many reasons, which it is unnecessary here to enumerate, 
why such a time should have been selected. The proof that this 
investigation was determined upon by the Department is to be found 
in the miscellaneous items reported in the Post-Office appropriation 
bill reported in January. It heretofore had been $1,000. That item 
was increased to $6,000 for the express purpose of using, if necessary, 
means outside of the Post-Office Department itself in carrying on the 
investigation. The reasons for the increase in this appropriation were 
known only to the Postmaster-General, Mr. Bromwell, of Ohio, and 
myself. 

In a published interview I am reported to have said that Postmas- 
ter-General Smith had consulted directly with the general superin- 
tendents of the salary and allowance and the free-delivery divisions, 
ignoring the First Assistant Postmaster-General altogether. This 
statement, while true, should have contained some further explana- 
tion, which probably at the time of my interview I regarded as unnec- 
essary, but upon reading the same find that a construction may be put 
upon the same that might reflect upon the present Postmaster-General, 
and I desire to add that, of my own knowledge, immediately after Mr. 
Payne became Postmaster-General this system was entirely changed, 
and subordinates in the First Assistant's department were compelled 
to deal directly with the First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

It affords me great pleasure to make the above statement, particu- 
larly in view of the fact that some things said by me have not appeared, 
and possibly some things that I did say, not being sufficiently full, 
may have been misinterpreted by the public. 

E. F. Loud. 
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Letter of Postmaster- Oeneral Payne to Hon, J, H. JSromwell, 

August 21, 1903. 
My Dear Sir: On May 5, 1903, Hon. E. F. Loud, chairman of the 
Committee on Post-Ofl&ce and Post-Roads in the last Congress, wrote 
a letter to the editor of the Washington Post, a copy of which I 
inclose herewith. 

In this letter Mr. Loud makes reference to yourself as knowing the 
reasons why the item for "miscellaneous items" in the Post-Office 
appropriation bill was increased from $1,000 to $6,000, as it passed in 
the appropriation bill. 

Mr. Loud, as you wiU see, states that this increase was asked for 
oecause the Postmaster-General had come to an understanding with 
him that it should be used for the purpose of investigating the affairs 
of the Department immediately after the adjournment of Congress. 
I would be pleased if you would advise me what the facts are in 
regard to the matter. 

Very truly, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 
Hon. J. H. Bromwell, 

Cincinnati, Ohio, 
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Letter of Hon. J. IL Broiawell to Postmaster- General Payne. 

WASHINGTON, D. C, AuQliSt 21, 190S. 

My Dear General: I recall very distinctly that in the preparation 
of the last appropriation bill, and before the subcommittee (of which I 
was a member) had commenced work upon it, that in a private conver- 
sation with Mr. Loud he informed me that he had discussed with the 
Postmaster-General the advisability of a more thorough investigation 
of the Post-Ofifice Department than had been possible in the usual 
course before, and that the Postmaster-General was very earnest in 
his desire that the item for special inspection, included in the "mis- 
cellaneous items " of the appropriation bill, should be increased to 
such an amount as would give him ample means for this purpose, and 
suggested that the item be increased from $1,000 to $6,000. 

Mr. Loud stated that it was thought advisable that no public atten- 
tion should be drawn to this proposed increase in the item, for the 
reason that it might serve as a warning and put upon their guard any 
employees or attaches of the Department or others who might have 
been guilty of irregularities, and that it was to the public interest that 
the increase should be put in the bill as quietly as possible, so as to 
attract little or no attention or c6mment. 

It was understood that this investigation was to be very thorough 
and might be quite prolonged, reaching over a number of months, 
and that, while the appropriation would not itself become available 
until after July 1, 1903, yet it would be necessary to have this increase 
in order to continue whatever work might be started in this line before 
that date. 

In accordance with this suggestion of Mr. Loud, he and I put the 
item in the appropriation bill as prepared by the subcommittee, with 
a mere statement that it was desired by the Department, but giving 
no explanation. The subcommittee had such confidence in Mr. Loud 
that without inquiry they indorsed this increase; it went into the 
bill, was reported to the committee, there passed without any com- 
ment, and was enacted into law. 

I know positively that this request and the proposed investigation 
had been determined upon by the Postmaster-General long before there 
had been any newspaper or other comment upon possible irregularities 
in the Department. 

Very respectfully, yours, J. H. Bromwell, 

Late Member of Congress from Ohio. 

Hon. Henry C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 
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Letter from the Premdrnt to the Attorney- General suggesting appoint- 
ment of special assistants in Post- Office cases. 

White House, 
Washington^ June 22^ 190S, 

Sir: As you know, the charges in connection with the Post-Office 
Department are now being investigated by Fourth Assistant Post- 
master-General Bristow, who has had placed at his disposal by the 
Postmaster-General every resource of the Department, including the 
services of Mr. Robb, whom you detailed from the Department of 
Justice to the Post-Office Department immediately after the removal 
of Mr. Ty ner. As a result of this investigation a number of indictments 
have already been had and it is probable that other indictments will 
hereafter be asked for. There can be no greater offense against the 
Government than a breach of trust on the part of a public official or the 
dishonest management of his office, and, of course, every effort must 
be exerted to bring such offenders to punishment by the utmost rigor 
of the law. 

The district attorney's office, of the District of Columbia, has faith- 
fully and zealously seconded the efforts of the Post-Office Department 
in this matter, but the amount of work in the office is such as to make 
it difficult, without neglecting other important public duties, to devote 
all the time necessary to the prosecution of these cases. I suggest, 
therefore, that if you can not detail some of your present staff you 
appoint special assistants in these post-office cases, not only to take 
up the cases in which indictments have been found or hereafter may 
be found, but to examine into all charges that have been m*ade against 
ofi&cials in the postal service, with a view to the removal and prosecu- 
tion of all guilty men in the service and the prosecution of guilty 
men whether in the service or not where the cases are not barred by 
the statute of limitations. 

Sincerely yours, Theodore Roosevelt. 

Hon. P. C. Knox, Attorney- General. 
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Letter* of President directing submission of report of Fourth Assistant 
Postmaster- General to Messrs. Bonaparte and Conrad. 

OYSTER Bay, N. Y., August 6, 190S. 

My Dear Mr. Payne : While for departmental reasons it is obvi- 
ously advisable that the investigations now going on hy Mr. Bristow 
be brought to a conclusion as quickly as is compatible with thorough- 
ness, yet it is still more necessary that they be thorough and complete. 
I desire the report of Mr. Bristow and any other reports which maybe 
necessary to a complete presentation of the results of the investiga- 
tion submitted to Messrs. Bonaparte and Conrad and their opinions 
token as to whether any further avenues of investigation should be 
followed, or any further facts supplied, in order to secure a complete 
exhibition and redress of any and all wrongs that have been committed 
in the Department. Please submit a copy of this letter at once to Mr. 
Bristow, and also to Messrs. Bonaparte and Conrad, for their informa- 
tion. 

I need hardly say how much gratified I am by the evident thorough- 
ness of the investigation thus far and the clearly expressed arid acted- 
on purpose of the Department to get all the facts and to punish any 
wrongdoer who can be reached, whether within or without the service. 

My desire that the advice of Messrs. Bonaparte and Conrad should 
be taken as to further investigations is not because I question for a 
moment the single-minded purpose of the Department, but because, 
from their different points of view, ideas may occur to them which 
may not to you or to me. 

Faithfully, yours, Theodore Roosevelt. 

Hon. H. C. Payne, 

Postm^asteT'Oeneraly Washington^ D. C. 
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Rep<yi't of Messrs. B<ma^arte and Conrad relative to report of Fourth 
Assistamt Postmaster- General. 

To the Attorney-General. 

Sir: We have the honor to herewith return the report of Hon. 
Joseph L. Bristow, Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General, showing the 
results- of an investigation conducted by him into the operations of 
certain divisions of the POvSt-Office Department. We return likewise 
an abstract or brief of the same report, also prepared by Fourth As- 
sistant Postmaster- General Bristow and placed in our hands together 
with the report itself. We have examined both the report and the 
abstract with care, and respectfully submit the following report con- 
cerning them: 

We consider the report an exceptionally able, candid, and impartial 
review of its subject-matter, and that it shows clearly reprehensible 
misconduct, amounting in manj' cases to crime, on the part of a num- 
ber of public officials. It is a voluminous document; but this arises 
not from prolixity, but from the nature of the matters discussed. 
The abstract is probably as fair and compreliensive a summar}- of the 
report as could be made within its limits of space. The condensation, 
however, of matter contained in 373 typewritten pages into 51 is una- 
voidably attended by some danger of mistake and injustice to indi- 
viduals. 

In accordance with our instructions, we have carefully considered 
whether the immediate publication of this report might affect injuri- 
ously any pending prosecution, and are of the opinion that it will give 
no information to the defendants therein which it is not reasonably 
certain that thej' already possess. We are informed of no reason why 
the report should not be published in full and forthwith, and, in so 
far as the question may have been referred to us, we respectfully 
reeoiflEOi^dind its prompt publication. 

In so doing, however, we think it proper to note a few passages 
which need, in our judgment, some qualification, or at least comment. 

On page 53 of the report it is said : 

The administrative methods of Tyner, Barrett, and Christiancy can be more 
clearly illustrated by referring to a number of cases that were passed upon by 
them. 

Precisely the same language is used on page 5 of the abstract. We 
have placed the words ''and Christiancy" in italics in this quotation 
because we think it is hardly just to Mr. G. A. C. Christiancy. The 
latter is entitled to the benefit of an exoneration from all suspicions 
of ivillful official misconduct, inasmuch as Assistant Attorney-General 
Robb, after a full inquiry into Christiancy's conduct, recommended 
that his resignation be accepted. We do not criticise what is said of 
him on pages 116 and 117 of the report; but it seems to us that the 
above-quoted passage does him some measure of injustice by intimat- 
ing that his '• methods" were the same as those of Tyner and Barrett. 
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It is stated in the report that the facts therein set forth regarding 
the connection of George W. Beavers and Otto Weis with an alleged 
''promotion syndicate" were laid before the district attorney for the 
District of Columbia early in May last, and that this officer did not 
deem them sufficient to justify a prosecution. It is further stated 
that the last supposed offense of either party of this character as to 
which evidence could be obtained occurred on May 31, 1900, so that a 
prosecution was barred by limitations on the same day of the present 
year. This all took place before our own employment, and we are 
not called upon to express any opinion as to the decision of the district 
attorney thus reported; presumably it was justified by his view of the 
evidence. We think, however, that in this connection it should be 
noted how gravely the statute of limitations has interfered with the 
punishment of notorious offenders exposed in this report. We think 
the period should be lengthened to at least ^ve years, so that offenses 
committed during one Administration may be exposed to a serious 
risk of detection and punishment during the next. 

On page 261 of the report the condu(;t of Postmaster Warfield, of 
Baltimore, is criticised in connection with the appointment of one 
John W. Pettit. This constitutes the subject-matter of a special 
report made by us, and our views concerning it are therein set forth at 
length. 

On page 267 of the report there is a quotation from a report of one 
of the inspectors, as follows: 

The foundation for a respectable post-oflftce in this instance is lacking, and as a 
business proposition from the standpoint of the Department the situation is far 
from being satisfactory to me. The question of the legality of a contract with a 
Senator-elect is a matter that should receive consideration in connection with 
this case. 

We have not attempted to identify the "Senator-elect," but undoubt- 
edly this could be readily done, as the location of the office and approxi- 
mate date are stated. In our opinion it won id have been better to 
give his name and to set forth the material facts of the transaction. 

On page 277 of the report it is said that — 

Beavers has made contracts with members of Congress for the rental of premises 
either in their own name, the name of their agents » or some member of their 
families. A careful investigation, however, does not show that the Government 
has been defrauded by the payment of excessive rentals to members of Congress 
either directly or indirectly. 

Such contracts of rental were plainly unlawful^ and their illegality 
and consequent impropriety were in no wise removed by the fact that 
the Government might, with entire propriety, have rented the same 
premises upon the same terms from another owner. The number of 
members of Congress implicated in them is presumably very small. 
Therefore it seems to us hardly just to Congressmen generally that 
their identity should remain uncertain. 

On page 280 of the report, in referring to a case where, at the 
instance of a Congressman, George W. Beavers had caused the rental 
reserved under a ten years' lease for certain premises for a post-office 
to be increased after the first year with absolutely no consideration 
moving to the Government for the additional burden thus assumed, 
the Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General says: 

I do not offer any criticism against the Congressman; he did what members of 
Congress usually do in representing the interests of their constituents before the 
Department, and had a right to expect that the executive officer would do his 
duty in accordance with the interests of the public service. 
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We are unable to concur in this view. Undoubtedly the legislative 
officer in this instance was less directly responsible for neglect of the 
public interest than the executive, but we can not say that he bad no 
responsibility in the premises. He stood in a fiduciary relation to 
the Government, and, so far from being justified in taking advantage 
of any breach of trust on the part of the official with whom he dealt, 
was bound, in oar opinion, to expose this breach of trust, both to the 
latter's superiors and, if need be, to the House of Representatives. 

On page 296 the report refers to the suspected complicity of an officer 
of this Department in fraudulent sales to the Government of the 
so-called *' Brandt-Dent cashiers," and also to discourtesy and other- 
wise unbecoming behavior on his part in dealing with some post-office 
inspectors. We are not informed what defense, if any, this officer 
may have made to these charges. We are not, therefore, in a position 
to either approve or disapprove of what is here said of his conduct. 

On the page following it is stated that the father of this official, at 
present consul at Nuremberg, ''probably knows as much about this 
fraud as any other party." We think that his connection with the 
transaction in question certainly needs a full explanation, but as it 
Would seem that he has never as yet had an opportunity to make this 
explanation, and is a man of good reputation, according to our infor- 
mation, we further think that until the opi)ortunity is offered him he 
is fairly entitled to a suspension of judgment. 

All of these matters are of very subordinate importance and have 
been mentioned out of abundant caution only. As a whole, we 
heartily commend the report and deem its conclusions fully justified 
by the facts it sets forth, and, while regretting, in common with all 
patriotic citizens, that the grave abuses of long standing which it 
reveals should have grown up in the Post-Oflfice Department, we con- 
sider the exposure of these abuses and the attempts made to punish 
those responsible for them a work of the highest public utility, thor- 
oughly and ably performed. 

AH whereof is very respectfully submitted. 

Holmes Conrad, 
Charles J. Bonaparte, 
Special Assistants to Attorriey- General, 



Digitized by 



Google 



SCHEDULE B. 



Letter of the Postmaster-Oenercd^ May 1, 190S, to J. L, Bristow, Fourth 

Assistant Postmaster- General, and Mr, Bristoxv^s reply y May j, 

190S, 

May 1, 1903. 
Hod. J. L. Bristow, 

Fourth Assistant Postmaster- General. 

Dear Sir: I desire to call your attention to an article in the Wash- 
ington Post of this morning (May 1, 1903), in which appears an inter- 
view with Mr. S. W. Tulioch, formerly casliier of the Washington 
City post-office, in which interview Mr. Tulioch prefers many charges 
of irregularities and impropriety (if nothing worse) against my prede- 
cessor in office, whom he names, and several other Department offi- 
cials, as well as the Comptroller of the Treasury. 

Among other things he states that an investigation of the affaiis of 
the Washington City post-office was undertaken some four or iive 
years ago, but that it was called off by personal and political pressure 
and makes use of the following language: 

The post-office inspectors, who were fully aware of theei^sting conditions, were 
informed that if they presumed too much they too would also be removed. I am 
creditably informed, however, that Postmaster-General Bristow stood steadfastly 
by his man, and demanded a thorough investigation of the office of the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General. This was refused by Postmaster-General Smith. 

I would be pleased to have you advise me as to what truth, if any, 
there is in the statements made by the person in question in the inter- 
view referred to, and particularly upon the part of it which speaks of 
your connection, and that of the post-office inspectors, with the 
matter. 

Very truly, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General 



Office of Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Washington^ May -4, ^903. 
Sir: In response to your inquir}'^ of May 1, 1903, as to the truth or 
falsity of the assertions of Mr. S. W. Tulioch that appeared in an 
interview by him in the Washington Post of that date, I beg to hand 
you herewith an abstract of three reports made by the inspectors on 
the condition of the Washington post-office. The first, marked 
"Exhibit A," refers to the transfer of the post-office to Hon. John A. 
202 
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Merritt, incoming postmaster, by Mr. James P. Willett, retiring post- 
master, which occurred June 30, 1899. At the time this inspection 
was in progress, as nearly as I can remember. Chief Inspector Cochran 
and Inspector in Charge Smith called upon me and advised me that 
the inspectors in the investigation of the post-oflBce had discovered 
many irregularities of a serious nature which seemed to be authorized 
by the Department. 

After discussing the matter at some length with them, I directed 
that a report relating in general to the transfer be submitted in the 
regular way and copies of the same referred to the various divisions 
or bureaus of the Department as followed in other similar cases, and 
that a special report affecting the irregularities that seemed to be 
authorized by the "Department be submitted. 

During the progress of the inspection I was advised by the chief 
inspector that Mr. George W. Beavers, chief of the salary and allow- 
ance divi&ion, had suggested to one of the inspectors that when he 
came to certain appointments in some of the stations that appeared 
irregular he had better make no reference to them as they had been 
ordered personally bj'^ the Postmaster-General. I told the chief 
inspector to instruct the inspectors to report the facts as they would 
in any other inspection; that I did not believe the Postmaster-General 
had knowingly authorized any irregularities. 

Capt. W. B. Smith, inspector in charge, submitted a special report 
on July 6, as directed, an abstract of which is herewith submitted, 
marked "Exhibit B." This report disclosed what seemed to me glar- 
ing irregularities, and I submitted it personally to the Postmaster- 
General, suggesting to him at the time that it contained matters to 
which I thought he would want to give his personal attention. 

Referring to the statement that I had demanded a thorough inves- 
tigation of the oifice of the First Assistant Po^itmaster-General, I beg 
to state that Inspector in Charge Smith, in his special report, hereto- 
fore mentioned as ** Exhibit B," stated that he had discovered a con- 
dition of affairs which, in his judgment, required an immediate, 
thorough, and exhaustive investigation. I submitted this report to 
the Postmaster-General with my approval, but I did not consider 
such approval as a demand on my part that the office of the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General be investigated. 

The third report, dated July 31, 1900, an abstract of which is here- 
with submitted, marked "Exhibit C," sets forth a number of irregu- 
larities that prevailed at that time in the Washington post-office. 
This inspection was begun when I was absent from the Department. 
When I returned I was informed by the chief inspector that complaint 
was made to the Postmaster-General that Inspector Little, who was 
engaged on the work, was asking unnecessary questions and seeking 
information which was not called for in an inspection. I advised him 
to instruct Inspector Little to make the same kind of an investigation 
of the Washington post-office that he would make of any other office 
under similar circumstances, and to submit in a special report any- 
thing which he thought should be called to the personal attention of 
the Postmaster-General. 

This he did, and 1 submitted the special report to the Posmaster- 
General, stating to him that I understood from the chief inspector 
that complaint had been made that Inspector Little was asking 
unnecessary questions with the possible view of embarrassing the 
Department with regard to certain conditions in the Washington 
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post-office, but that after inquiry I was clearly convinced that the 
questions asked were not unnecessary or improper, and that I believed 
he would hold the same view after he had read his report. 
Very respectfully, 

J. L. Bristow, 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster- General. 

TJie Postmaster-General. 



ExHiBrr A. 

Report of an inspection of the post-office at Washington*, D. C , and stations, con- 
cluded June 30, 1899, on which date the office wa^ transferred to John A. Mer- 
ritt, postmaster, by Inspectors Little, Hooton, Bulla, Owings, and Maxwell. 

Attention is called to the fact that credit has been given in the ijostal account 
for advances and expenditures for the military stations in Porto Rico as follows: 

Value of stamped paper advanced $12,769.24 

Military postal service, miscellaneous _ 15, 063. 37 

Military service payroll 30,259.56 

And it is suggested that this account be promptly adjusted, more especially the 
item of postage stamps and stamjmd paper advanced to the following persons 
assigned to duty in connection with postal service in Porto Rico, viz: 

McKenna $2,100.00 

Whitney _ 3,010.00 

Van Alstyne _ 3,100.00 

Graff -..• -.- - 559.24 

Bristow -_ _. 5,000.00 

Total 12,769.24 

Attention is called to the item of $50.30, classed as ** Miscellaneous account, 
Post-Office Department," which was found to cover the expenses of Gteorge W. 
Beavers, chief of salary and allowance division, on a trip to Philadelphia, Pa., 
and Hartford, Conn., and of G. D. Fisher, clerk in that division, to Philadelphia, 
Scranton, and Wilkesbarre, Pa., on official business, and was paid by authority of 
the First Assistant Postmaster-General. This item evidently should have been 
paid through the regular disbursing officer of the Post-Office Department, as it 
forms no part of the legitimate expenses of the Washington office. 

Another item is $4,359.20 on account of rent paid for the second quarter of 1899. 
It appearing that the annual rental of all the stations connected with the office 
was $7,800, or $1,950 quarterly, inquiry as to this balance developed that the sal- 
aries of clerks in charge of substations had, since July 1, 1897, been carried into 
the postmaster's return under the head of rent, an irregularity liable to create 
confusion in adjusting the accounts. 

Items also appear under the head of mail bag repair shop. $313; mail bag repair 
shop pay roll, $25,060.76; mail lock repair shop, $137, and mail lock repair shop pay 
roll, $8,064.35. The expenses of these shops form no part of the business of the 
Washington office, and should not be discharged by the disbursements which 
properly belong to the Department itself, and which are payable from the -postal 
receipts. It would appear that some arrangement might be made to relieve the 
Washington office of these payments. 

The roster of the office shows that on June 30, 1899, 22 employees were borne on 
the rolls and paid on what has been known as the ** Military roU," while the *' Mili- 
tary roll " shows 34 names as having been paid by the cashier of the Washington 
office. 

There was also found a **si)ecial roll of employees, paid from miscellaneous 
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allo'^ance, said appointments being under control of the Post-Office Department." 
This roll consists of nine " cleaners," with salaries from $400 to $600, and one 
* ' physician, ' ' at a salary of $1 ,700. Some of these * ' cleaners ' ' appear to have per- 
formed very little service and others none at all. The duties of the '* physician " 
appeared to be to visit all employees reported sick and determine whether they 
-were actually unable to perform their duties. We do not imderstand that he 
renders other service. 

Robert V. Willett, a son of the postmaster, was employed at Station A (George- 
town) , but the superintendent of the station could give no information as to his 
salary. Inqui^ at the main office disclosed that he was appointed as a laborer at 
the city post-office June 21, 1898, at $600, and on July 1, 1898, as a mechanic at 
$3 per day for each working day on what apx>ears to have been a si)ecial roll of 
the free-delivery service. This last appointment was canceled December 10, 1898. 
Thus he drew two salaries from July 1 to December 10, 1898. On March 1, 1899, 
he was assigned to the miscellaneous roll at a salary of $1,200, and apx>ears to have 
been performing service at Station A. 

The case of N. H. Baker is of a similar nature, he having been designated as a 
laborer on the post-office roll April 29, 1899, at $700 per annum and on the same 
date as mechanic on free-delivery roll at $2 for each working day. 



Exhibit B. 

Confidential report of Inspector in Charge Smith in connection with the inspec- 
tion, of the post-offlce at Washington, D. C, concluded Jun* 30 ^ 1899, setting 
forth certain irregul irities discovered 6y him, which, in his judgment, indicate 
a condition of affairs demanding an immediate, thorough, arid exhaustive inves- 
tigation. 

Edward S. Allen, appointed March 16, 1899, $1,400, as expert mechanic, mili- 
tary roll. It appears he is engaged in traveling and testing canceling machines 
in the United States. 

H. A. Cummings, appointed August ^2, 1898; transferred to military roll at 
$900 and detailed to Department salary and allowance division January 17, 1899; 
promoted to $1,000, to date from January 1, 1899. 

B. M. Monroe, appointed April 1, 1899; placed on military roll by First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-Gteneral and reported to him for assignment; not known where 
he is performing service, but supposed to be at Department. 

Frank E. Murray, appointed September 21, 1898, at $1,000, military roll, per- 
forming service at Department. 

None of the above named appear to have performed anjr service in connection 
with military postal matters, and no good reason appears either for their original 
appointment or continuance on the rolls. 

January 8 and 10, 1899, First Assistant Postmaster-General, by letter, trans- 
ferred 20 clerks from clerks* roll to military roll, and inspector understands most 
of these are performing duty in the Washington post-office. Inspector cites letter 
of Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, dated January 3, 1899 (G. W. B.), 
to the effect that *' from January 1, 1899. the last 20 clerks appointed in your office 
will be paid from the military appropriation " and requesting a report showing 
the names of these clerks in order that they might be temporarily dropped from 
the regular clerk-hire roll. 

The details of the payment to W. S. Lamer, a military postal clerk, under pro- 
test by the cashier, of $118.93, subsequently disallowed by the Auditor of the Treas- 
ury on January 4, 1899, are set forth in a letter from the cashier to the postmaster, 
dated February 8, 1899, to the effect that on November 1, 1898, by direction of the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and allowance division, October 31, 
1898, he paid W. S. Lamer, late military postal clerk, traveling expenses to Porto 
Rico and return, as follows: 

Account, quarter ended September 30, 1898 $53.76 

Account, quarter ended December 31, 1898 _ 57. 01 
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That the voucher for the quarter ended September 30, 1898, was forwarded to 
the Auditor with the postal account for that quarter; that on November 29, 1898, 
an unsigned letter, bearing the initials **Q-. W. B.," was forwarded from the 
First Assistant Postmaster-Gteneral, salary and allowance division, directing the 
payment of Lamer's salary up to and including November 15, 1898; that the atten- 
tion of the salary and allowance division was called to the omission of the signa- 
ture and the Washington office was advised, *' Do not pay Lamer after October 
31 until otherwise advised." That on November 30, 1898, the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, salary and allowance division, wrote, referring to communi- 
cation of November 29, directing payment of salary due W. S. Larner up to and 
including November 13; that the Washington office was authorized to pay Lamer 
to October 31, 1898, " from which date his services terminate." 

That on December 8, 1898, the First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and 
allowance division, wrote, referring to his letter of the 7th instant, authorizing pay- 
ment of salary of W. S. Larner, clerk in the military postal service in Porto Rico, 
up to and including October 31, 1898, authorizing the Washington office to pay 
Lamer 's salary to Noveinber 15, at the rate of $1,200 per annum, stating that this 
would entitle him to $48.91 for fifteen days, and that from this amount $14 should 
be deducted, as follows: 

For meals on steamer Seneca, August 31, 1898, to September 7, 1898 $12. 00 

One bath tub for use of postal committee . _ . 2. 00 

these items having been disallowed in his account which was authorized to be 
paid under date of October 31, leaving a balance due of $34.91, and that Lamer's 
services terminate November 15, 1898. 

That upon receipt of this letter vouchers of Lamer on account of quai-ter ended 
December 31, 1898, were forwarded to Auditor with his request for an examina- 
tion, in order that final payment might be made Lamer on his salary account; 
that before this request reached the Auditor the Washington office received from 
the Auditor communication dated December 10, calling attention to voucher No. 
46, W. S. Lamer, $53.76, and items for express charges, $2.50; cab hire, September 
7 to 30, $7.50, and incidental expenses, August 30 to September 30, $10, and stating 
that Lamer should be required to submit a detailed statement of expenditure 
amounting to $10, for which he does not furnish vouchers. 

That some hours after the receipt of this communication the cashier was obliged 
to leave his office and left instructions that if Mr. Lamer called he was to be 
informed no final payment would be made him until his expense account was 
adjusted by the Auditor, as he would be required to furnish the information 
called for by the Auditor and additional information as might be required in simi- 
lar items in his account of December 31, 1898; that during the cashier's absence 
Lamer called, refused to wait for reply from the Auditor, demanded an immedi- 
ate settlement, which was refused, and proceeded to the Department with refer- 
ence to the matter; that the postmaster being confined at the time by sickness, 
the assistant postmaster received a telephone message from the Department ask- 
ing why Lamer could not receive the salary authorized to be paid him; that 
response being made that the cashier did not care to make final settlement until 
he had ascer&iined the items in the account disallowed by the Auditor or what 
corrections might be necessary, the assistant postmaster was informed that the 
Washington office *' held a letter from the First Assistant Postmaster-General 
directing payment to be made Mr. Lamer, and if that was not good enough jier- 
haps it would obey one signed by the Postmaster-General;" that the assistant 
postmaster, having called the matter to the attention of the cashier, was informed 
that if payment was desired under the circumstances it would be made under 
protest, and only under written instructions; that Lamer again demanded the 
amount claimed to be due him and refused to receipt for same at $1 ,200 jmr annum, 
claiming he was to be paid at $1,400 per annum and had so arranged with the 
Department; that satisfactory instructions in writing having been received from 
the assistant postmaster, Larner was paid at the rate of $1,400 per annum for the 
period November 1 to 15, less $14 disallowed. 

That on December 13, 1898, the Auditor, replying to the request for examination 
of Lamer's vouchers, reported that the claims for subsistence, $10.50, October 4 
to 11, should specify places where such sum was expended; an item of $10 for 
expenses from October 1 to 24, for which no vouchers were obtainable, should be 
accompanied by detailed statement; that on December 12 and 14, 1898, Lamer was 
requested to call at the Washington office and furnish information required by 
the Auditor and return $8.16 overpayment of salary obtained by misrepresenta- 
tion; that on December 16 Mrs. Lamer stated that Mr. Lamer was out of town; 
that she was requested to forward the correspondence to Mr. Larner, but that no 
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answer was received to such request; that on January 4, 1899, the Auditor disal- 
lowed the account of Lamer for the quarter ended September 30, 1898, landing 
compliance with his demand, that he would also do this with reference to the 
voucher account of quarter ended December 31, 1898, and that the cashier, having 
paid the amounts in question under protest, in pursuance of written instructions, 
$118.93 -^ould be susi)ended against the postmaster and his bond, subject to such 
credit as might ultimately be obtained from the Auditor on account of vouchers 
submitted by Lamer. 

Attention is called to the payment of premium on the bond of military postal 
clerks by the Washington oflftce on authority of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, which appears to have been made without authority of law, as expenses 
of official bonds are not chargeable to the United States. Items are given show- 
ing for whom paid and amounts aggregating $393.15. 

Attention is called to certain items of expenditure authorized for the military 
postal service of supplies, furniture, traveling expenses, aggregating $8,750.70, 
with the statement that whether or not the foregoing items were purchased in the 
open market or as the result of competitive bids the inspector is unable to say, 
but that the prices paid for some of the articles enumerated, such as washstands 
at $40 each, appear to have been highly excessive, and lead to the belief that the 
feature of competition did not enter into the transaction. 

Attention is called to additional irregularities in connection with pay rolls of 
clerks and laborers, to wit: 

N. H. Baker, appointed April 29, 1899, as a laborer at $700 per annum, and also 
paid as a mechanic at $2 per day, except Sunday. 

Margaret S. Burke, appointed December 1, 1898, at $600; dropped April 8, 1899; 
performed no service. 

Gilmore Colson, appointed December 6, 1898, laborer, by First Assistant Post- 
master-General; supposed to be employed in the Department; performed no duty 
in the Washington office. 

R. W. B. Dorsey, appointed October 22, 1898, $600, by First Assistant Post- 
master-General; promoted October 26, 1898, to $700 from date of appointment 
November 11, 1898, by First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

Oscar Durant, appointed September 8, 1898, military postal service, $1,400 per 
annum and expenses; services ceased April 30, 1899; paid salary, $902.38, expenses 
$187.25. No services performed from January 1 to April 30, 1899. 

Dr. J. E. Jones, appointed September 3, 1898, physician, at $1,700 per annum 
for ninety days from September 6, 1898; December 31, 1898, his services were 
directed to be continued until further orders, since which time he has been con- 
tinually employed as "physician to the Washington, D. C, post-office." This 
appointment appears to be entirely unwarranted, as no provision of law can be 
found authorizing it. 

R. V. Willett, son of late postmaster, appointed "laborer June 21, 1898, $600 per 
annum, by order of First Assistant Postmaster-General: also appointed a mechanic 
at $2 per day on July 1. 1898. Was allowed three items aggregating $46.15 for 
expenses incurred at Camp Alger before his appointment as military postal clerk 
at $1,200, which occurred March 1. 1899, at which time he was assigned to duty 
at the Georgetown station and carried on the rolls until June 30, 1899. 

R. V. Willett, son of late postmaster, appointed military postal clerk September 
9, 1898, at $1,200; assigned to duty in the cashier's room of the Washington office 
and carried on the roll until June 30, 1899. 

Attention is called to irregularities in the appointment, compensation, and pro- 
motion of Oliver H. Smith. It appears that on November 20, 1897, the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General authorized an allowance of $600 per annum for 
appointment of O. H. Smith as laborer, stating that free-delivery division would 
also make an allowance of $2 per day to cover car fare and incidental expenses. 
He reported for duty November 23. December 15, 1897, First Assistant Post- 
master-General stated that Smith had been detailed to assist in repairing, paint- 
ing, and erecting street letter boxes and would be paid through the Washington 
office at the rate of $2 per day for every working day, commencing November 23. 
March 11, 1898, the First Assistant's office authorized the payment to Smith of 
$30 for car fare in connection with the insi)ection of various stations and substa- 
tions from March 1 to June 30, 1898. August 3, 1898, First Assistant's office 
authorized payment of necessary expenses of Smith incurred in July, 1898, for car 
fare, wagon hire, and meals in connection with handling military mail at Falls 

Church, Va., $15.60. September 30, 1898, First Assistant's office authorized pay- 
ment of $12, account transportation, handling mails, meals, etc., during August, 
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It appears from the records, acting upon these authorizations, Smith drew pay 
from November 23, 1897, to November 80, 1898, making his compensation for one 
year approximately $1,848.60. No one has certified to the actual time Smith was 
employed, nor has any statement been attached to his pay vouchers showing what 
particular services he rendered in return for his comjmnsation. He was continued 
m the dual capacity of clerk and mechanic until April 1, 1899, when he was pro- 
moted to finance clerk at $1 ,700 per annum. By what authority of law his original 
appointment or subsequent promotion was made the inspector does not know. 

In this connection the inspector calls attention to a letter of the cashier of the 
Washington oflftce, addressed to the postmaster, dated December 20, 1898, to the 
effect that on that day Smith and a Mr. Towers called; that Smith asked for his 

ger diem as a mechanic and was informed by cashier he had no authority to pay 
im and that it would be necessary for him to obtain the usual letter from the 
Department; that Smith stated that General Heath said no authority other than 
that given was needed; that Towers remarked, **That is your answer, then. 
General Heath wants to know why you do not 'pay Mr. Smith." And cashier 
replied that he would furnish General Heath with a full statement of the case, 
but that such request should come through the postmaster; when Towers replied, 
'* Shall I report to General Heath that you refuse to give him the information?" 
To which the cashier replied that he was under no obligations to take orders from 
Towers or communicate with the Department through him, but would write a 
statement and deliver it to the acting postmaster (the postmaster having left the 
building) ; that Towers then made an effort to telephone the First Assistant Post- 
master-General without effect; that Towers then said that he was in General 
Heath's room at the Department when Smith called and said he could not get his 
money; that General Heath then called up the salaries and allowances division, 
and was informed that no further authority was needed, and told him (Towers) 
to go down with Smith and see why he could not get his pay. 

That the cashier seeing that Towers was under the influence of liquor and dis- 
posed to be abusive and that it was possible for a misunderstanding, tried to close 
the matter up; showed Smith and Towers the papers in the case, informed them 
that Smith was paid from two or three different sources, that the salary and allow- 
ance division had nothing to do with the amount in question, payments from that 
source being duly authorized, and that the payment in question was a specific pay- 
ment authorized from time to time by the free-delivery system, hence General 
Heath's misunderstanding and soon afterwards they departed. 

That should the matter be brought to the postmaster's attention he. the cashier, 
makes the following report on Mr. Smith's case: That he was appointed by the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and allowance division, November 20, 1897, 
under a communication allowing $600 per annum** to provide for the appoint- 
ment of Oliver H. Smith as laborer at the several stations connected with your 
office. Mr. Smith will act in dual capacity, serving both clerks and carriers. 
The free-delivery division will also make an allowance of $2 per day to cover car 
fare and incidental exi)enses for Mr. Smith. * * * This is the gentleman whose 
appointment has frequently been recommended by you." 

That under date of December 15, 1897, the First Assistant Postmaster-General, 
free-delivery system, wrote the Washington office that Oliver H. Smith had been 
detailed to assist in erecting, painting, and repairing street letter boxes, would be 
paid through that office at the rate of $2 per day for every working day, and direct- 
ing that at the end of each quarter that office notify the First Assistant's office of 
the amount paid Mr. Smith and the number of days employed, so that certificates 
might be sent the Auditor. 

That the legality of this authorization is oi)en to question, as in the first he is 
appointed a laborer and paid from an allowance for clerk hire, while in the second 
he is paid a per diem as a mechanic from the allowance for repairing letter boxes, 
and a person faithfully performing the duties of one would be unable to devote 
full time to the other, and that no one in the office seemed desirous of keeping 
Smith's time or reporting same to cashier. 

That on March 11, 1898, the First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and 
allowance division, authorized an increase in the lump sum allowance for mis- 
cellaneous purposes of $30 to provide for the payment of car fare for Oliver H. 
Smith, in connection with the inspection of stations and substations, in accordance 
with the postmaster's request of March 10. 

That up to November 30, 1898, Mr. Smith was paid in full on account of clerk 
hire, and up to date of this letter had been paid $20 on account of December clerk 
hire; had been -paid as a per diem mechanic to September 30, 1898; for car fare, 
$50.50 to September 30, 1898, this iJlowance having been continued by First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and allowance division, October 4, 1898. 
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That on October 29, 1898, the Acting First Assistant, free-delivery system, 
authorized the i)aynient to mechanics at the Washington office for services per- 
formed in connection with painting, repairing, and erecting street letter boxes 
daring October, as follows; 

Oliver H. Smith _ $52 

(Here follow the names and amounts of the other 5 mechanics.) 

That on November 16, 1898, acting first assistant, free-delivery system, author- 
ized payment to Oliver H. Smith and Robert V. Willett, letter-box painters, at 
the rate of $2 per day for services performed during the first half of November, 
and stated that on the 30th instant certificate for the entire month would be sent 
to the Auditor. 

That from these letters it will be seen that since October 21 specific instructions 
have been forwarded in each instance for payment to Mr. Smith. 

The cashier states that during the summer Smith was in service at Camp Alger, 
Va., military postal service, and on August 10, 1898, he rendered under oath the 
following statement of account: 

Necessary expenses incurred in July, 1898, for car fare, wagon hire, and 
meals in connection with handling military mail at Falls Church $15. 60 

which was paid by order of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, salaries and 
allowances division, August 8, 1898, from appropriation for military postal service. 
That on September 8, 1898, he was paid on account rendered under oath for trans- 
portation, meals, and handling military mail at Camp Alger postal station for the 
month of August, 1898, $1,200, authorized by the salaries and allowances division 
September 3, 1898. 

Cashier states that while so engaged it is difficult to see how Smith's per diem 
expenses as a mechanic repairing street letter boxes was earned, yet payment was 
directed by the first assistant, free-delivery system. October 8, 1898. 

Under authority from salaries and allowances division, October 4, 1898, Smith 
paid $22.50 for street-car fares, quarter ending September 30, 1898. Most of this 
tune was spent at Camp Alger. 

That Smith wa« absent in Indiana for about two or three weeks at election time, 
but drew his full per diem as a mechanic repairing street letter boxes, though per 
diem employees are not usually entitled to leave of absence with pay. He was 
paid by order of the first assistant, free-delivery system, November 29. 1898, for 
the payments of mechanics employed in the Washington office for services during 
the month of November. 

The inspector calls attention to a letter from the first assistant, free-delivery 
system, dated December 5, 1898, and filed in his office, in which it is stated that 
owing to the exhaustion of the amount of money set aside for painting and repair- 
ing letter boxes for the current year he is compelled to discontinue the services of 
the letter-box painters at the close of business December 10. and states that each 
payment to Smith since October 1 has been specifically authorized, and as the 
services of letter-box painters were discontinued December 10 he did not deem it 
advisable to make any payment to Smith until further advised. 

Referring to the peculiar dual i)osition and payments of Smith, and the possi- 
bility of a disallowance of some of the payments by the auditor, he says he has 
taken all precaution possible to keep the records of his office complete and to make 
no payment except upon authority of 8ui)erior officers. 

Attention is called to certain vouchers, which are described, which were author- 
ized to be paid by the First Assistant Postmaster-General, such as July 22. 1898, 
eroenses of Perry S. Heath and George W. Beavers, incurred in visiting Phila- 
delphia and New York on official business, $87.25; September 30, expenses of 
(Jeorge W. Beavers, traveling on official business! $17.75; July 26, expenses of 
M. W. Louis and Blain W. Taylor, traveling on official business, $50.15. (The 
other items referred to are in the same form as the examples given.) The 
inspector states that these vouchers do not api)ear to have been itemized in the 
proper manner, nor is the necessity for the expenditure of this money by the 
Washington post-office apparent, and that a full and complete explanation should 
be made, especially as many of the i)arties drawing money on these accounts are 
oflficials or clerks receiving money from the Department. 

Attention is called to seven cleaners, placed on the pay roll of the Washington 
office under authority of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, to be charged 
to the appropriation for miscellaneous expenses. (The names of these cleaners — 
all female— date of appointment, and salary are given.) The inspector states 
that these parties are on the pay roll and have received pay from date of appoint- 
ment to June 30, 1899, the date of the inspection, and upon making inquiry of 
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postmaster as to the nature of service jmrformed by them and where employed, 
postmaster was unable to give any information on the subject, nor was anyone 
connected with the Washington ofl&ce able to give any information as to where 
they were employed or the nature of their work, and inspector is of the opinion 
that practically no service whatever has been rendered for the Inoney expended. 

Inspector states that by the terms of a lease executed July 28, 1897, by the 
Union Building Company, of Washington, and the Postmaster-Gteneral, Septem- 
ber 13, 1897, the premises on C street heretofore leased by the Department for the 
main ofl&ce, Washington post-oflfice, were leased for one year from and after Octo- 
ber 1, 1897, for $20,000 per annum, with privilege to cancel same to take effect 
May 1, 1898, by giving three months' notice, and that on July 14, 1898, the 
postmaster at Washington was authorized by the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General to pay rental at the rate of $22,500 from July 1, >898, until otherwise 
directed, and this authority, overlapping the term of the lease three months, from 
July 1 to September 30, 1898, resulted in a loss to the Government of $625; that 
the Washington post-office was moved to its new quarters November 30, 1898, but 
that rental for these premises was paid to January 1, 1899, at the rate of $22,500 
per annum, a loss to the Government for the month of December. 

The inspector sets forth a statement of payments to Katherine Endsley, Charles 
A. Machen, A. B. Hurt, H. L. Lorenz, John S. Leach, and W. F. Wait, on author- 
ity of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, of "per diem in connection with 
claims of letter carriers for overtime charges, aggregating $4,655. The inspector 
states that this amount, disbursed from July 1, 1898, to May 1, 1899, was disbursed 
without authority of law, and calls attention to the comments thereon by the 
Comptroller of the Treasury in a letter to the postmaster at Washington dated 
April 26, 1899, in which, referring to such disbursements, he says that these 
vouchers are for services on letter carriers' claims; expenses can not be allowed 
without aflfidavit showing all items and the date and amount of each item. If 
these are the per diems in lieu of subsistence, cite the law authorizing x)ayment. 
Furnish a statement from each of the above-named persons, showing what pay- 
ments have been received by them from other disbursing oflScers of the Govern- 
ment for services or exi)enses from July 1 to September 30, 1898. Machen, 
Lorenz, and Hurt are paid per diem, covering the same period, by the disbursing 
clerk of the Department of Justice, from the appropriation for defending suits in 
claims against the United States, for services in letter-carrier claims before the 
Court of Claims. These are understood to be the same services for which yon 
have paid them. Attention is called to the provisions of section 3682, Revised 
Statutes, prohibiting payment of salary or per diem from this appropriation in 
your account for incidental expenses for free-delivery service. 

The inspector states that it should be borne in mind that this comment of the 
Comptroller has reference only to items of this character paid during the quarter 
ending September 30, 1898; that he can not state the nature of these services or 
where performed, but that these parties continued to draw pay until the receipt 
of the Comptroller's letter, the necessity for such suddenly and finally ceasing 
with final payment for the month of April service. 

The inspector at this point calls attention to the letter of the Comptroller already 
referred to, and states that inasmuch as it bears entirely on matters under consid- 
eration he attaches the copy. 

In this letter, dated April 26, 1899, addressed to the postmaster at Washington, 
the Comptroller states that the quarterly account for the period from July 1 to 
September 30. 1898, settled by the Auditor, has been withdrawn on his (the Comp- 
troller's) motion for a revision, and invites attention to certain items, requesting 
an explanation. 

Referring to article 10 of the account, special-delivery service, vouchers 1, 2, and 
3, pay rolls of special-delivery messengers, $2,409.84. the Comptroller s^tes that 
no appropriation seems to have been provided for this service, and cites section 
3861 , Revised Statutes, and postal appropriation act of June 13, 1898, referring to 
act of March 3, 1895, authorizing a method of payment, but not providing an 
appropriation, and inquires to what appropriation this amount has been charged. 
He advises the postmaster that if he intended to charge the pay rolls with appro- 
priation for free-delivery service it should have been done under article 24, and 
that section 3861, Revised Statutes, does not authorize the payment of any bill 
from the receipts of his oflftce unless covered by an appropriation. 

Under article 12 of the account, clerks in post-oflSces, the Comptroller calls atten- 
tion to the reading of the appropriation, '* For compensation to clerks in post- 
offices," and to the fact that the pay rolls submitted show only the name or the 
person, amount paid during quarter, and signature of payee, while they should 
show capacity in which the person is employed, annual salary, and date of service, 
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without which the acconnting officer can not determine whether payments are 
according to law and correctly computed. Referring to voucher 11, W. B. Has- 
senberg, laborer, $9.70, appropriation does not seem to provide for laborers, but 
for clerks only; his service was from July 15 to July 20, 1898, but authority is 
dated September 7, 1898. Authorization should be in advance. 

Referring to voucher 12, J. E. Jones, physician, $115.49, the Comptroller states 
that the appropriation provides for clerks only, and inquires by what authority of 
law a physician is paid from such appropriation, such service not appearing to be 
authorized under any appropriation for the postal service, and that authority from 
the Post-Office Department is not sufficient unless the disbursement is according 
to law. 

Referring to payment of $150 each to Oliver H. Smith and Robert V. Willett, 
the Comptroller asks for statements from these persons showing capacity in which 
employed, dates of actual service, and where service was performed each day. 

Under article 13 of the account ** rent," the Comptroller calls for a statement 
as to w^hether rent accounts are covered by contract, whether the contracts or 
leases are on file with the Auditor, as required by law, and states that rent bills 
should not be paid unless properly authorized under a contract in force for the 
time covered. He also inquires as to whether the amount paid for rent of sub- 
station covers rent alone, and if it covers fuel, light, and clerical services, by what 
authority of law such payments are made. 

Under article 16. ** advertising," attention is called to failure to furnish affida- 
vit of publishers showing that the rates charged do not exceed the commercial 
rates charged to individuals with the usual discount. 

Under article 19, "miscellaneous expenses," ConaptroUer states that the voucher 
for William Warren for clerical sarvices on post-office directory, $89.68, was paid 
contrary to the provision of section 3682, that *' no moneys appropriated for con- 
tingent, incidental, or miscellaneous purposes shall be expended or -paid for offi- 
cial or clerical compensation." 

Attention is also called to vouchers of certain persons for cleaning which do not 
show w^hat sort of cleaning was done, and request is made for an affidavit show- 
ing what service was performed and where performed each day, and the rate of 
pay in each case, as under section 3682, Revised Statutes, salaries should not be 
made from the appropriation for miscellaneous expenses. 

Referring to voucher of O. H. Smith for street-car tickets affidavit is requested 
showing when, where, and on what service car tickets were used, and the state- 
ment made that car tickets should be purchased from a street-car company, vouch- 
ers therefor being signed by the treasurer of the company. 

Referring to item of Western Union Telegraph Company, $13.69. request is 
made for copies of telegrams. 

Under the head of ** Traveling expenses," vouchers for which appear to have 
been allowed by Auditor as miscellaneous expenses, referring to voucher 1, P. S. 
Heath and G. W. Beavers, traveling expenses, $87.25, request is made for state- 
ment from these officials as to the items of expense and the amount of each item, 
and, if possible, an itemized statement from each officer. 

Voucher 2, M. W. Louis and S. W. Taylor, fees for waiters and porters, $1.50, 
recjuest is made for itemized statement for amounts paid to waiters and amounts 
paid to porters, fees to waiters not being projmr charges against the Government, 
and fees to porters on sleeping cars being allowed not to exceed 25 cents a day. 

Voucher 3. G. W. Beavers, traveling expenses, $8.70, and voucher 5, G. W. 
Beavers, traveling expenses, $17.75, affidavit requested showing all items, amount 
of each, and copies of telegrams. 

Under the heading '* Account of mail bag repair shops," mail bags, etc., 
$25,860.64, and locks, keys, $9,037.42, inquiry is made by what authority of law 
snch disbursements are made from the receipts of the Washington office, the 
work being done on mail bags used all over the country, which disbursements, it 
seems, should have been paid by the disbursing clerk of the Post-Office Depart- 
ment, only those expenses incurred in the Washington office being paid by the 
postmaster; calling attention to some of these pay rolls being signed in blank, 
mquiry is made as to what extent this is done. 

under article 22, railway post-office clerks. Comptroller states that in the future 
postmaster should show on pay roll the grade, annual salary, and dates of service 
of each person, if his office continues to make disbursements under this appropri- 
ation. 

Under article 24, free-delivery service, Comptroller states that in future pay 
rolls of letter carriers should show grade, annual salary, and dates of service of 
each carrier. Referring to voucher of A. A. Erb, July 1 to September 10, 1898, 
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$195.65, attention is called to the death of this carrier September 10, 1898, while 
Yoachers show x>ayment to him np to and including the date of his death. An 
inquiry is made whether x)aynient was made to his administrator or personal rep- 
resentative, and instructions given to furnish correct voucher from person receiv- 
ing the money, letters of administration if any were issued, and if not, affidavit of 
next of kin. Referring to voucher of W. T. Schlosser, letter carrier, who it 
appears died July 20, 1898, the evidence request in Erb case is necessary in this 
case. In this connection the Comptroller states that it seems receipts were signed 
in blank by persons on the pay roll, and asks by what legal authority this was 
done, stating that it should not be done and the existence of such a i)ractice would 
make receipts of little value. Voucher 4, John E. Stanton, is for six days, while 
it appears this carrier actually served but one day, but signed for five other car- 
riers employed on the same day. 

Under the head of *' Incidental expenses, free-delivery service," Comptroller 
calls attention to vouchers for per diem expenses of certain persons, and makes 
the comment set forth on page 8 of this brief. 

Referring to pay roll of eight mechanics, $1 ,024, Comptroller states these mechan- 
ics are required to be ** exclusively employed in repairing boxes and locks and 
erecting boxes, planting posts and pedestals, " and requests affidavit of each per- 
son on said roll showing what work was done each day, and where it was done. 
Referring to O. H. Smith and R. V. Willett on this roll, the Comptroller states 
that they are also paid as clerks or laborers covering the same period; cites the 
pay rolls with article 12 and sections 1784 and 1765, Revised Statutes. Calling 
attention to certain vouchers for repairing letter boxes, Comptroller asks authority 
of law for paying these bills, saying that a specific appropriation provides salaried 
mechanics to do this work, and inquires why the work was not done by them. 
Referring to vouchers 23, 24, and 25, expenses to Wheeling, W. Va., to repair let- 
ter boxes, inquiry is made as to why this was necessary and why such expenses 
were not paid by the postmaster at Wheeling, the statement .being made that tMs 
appropriation does not appear to authorize salary and expenses. 

Under the head of ** Military postal service — Expenses of postal clerks," atten- 
tion is called to certain vouchers not completely itemized, with request for a state- 
ment from each clerk showing all the items of his account, with date and amount, 
where expenses for meals and other items were incurred, the statement being ma^e 
that most of the vouchers appeared to be for expenses at Falls Church and Camp 
Alger, and that clerks should be careful to note where each meal was taken, board 
at headquarters not being allowed unless expressly authorized by law. 

In voucher 46. W. S. Lamer, drug bill, the charges for seidlitz powders, pills, 
pennyroyal, calomel, etc., are personal expenses and not chargeable to the United 
States. 

Voucher 30, C. I. Dawson, per diem, Comptroller states that there appears to be 
no law authorizing per diem in lieu of expenses under this appropriation. Refer- 
ring to certain vouchers for payment of premiums on official bonds. Comptroller 
states that exi)enses of official bonds are not chargeable to the United States. 

Referring to vouchers paid by checks, request is made that in future the num- 
ber and date of check and name of depositor be indicated on each voucher. Atten- 
tion is invited to section 3848, Revised Statutes, requiring deposits to be made with 
the Treasurer at least once a week, whereas it appears that deposits have not been 
made oftener than once a month. An early reply within twenty days is requested. 

Under date of May 2, 1899, the Comptroller of the Treasury requested the post- 
master at Washington, in connection with his account for the quarter ended Sep- 
tember 30, 1898, to furnish further evidence in regard to the "military postal 
service," in addition to that called for in the letter of April 26, 1899, furnishing 
statement to be signed by himself or some other official of the office having per- 
sonal knowledge of the facts, showing where each person on the military pay roll 
was employed and on what particular duty, July 1 to September 30, 1898. 

Inspector states that upon receipt of the above letter from the Comptroller the 
cashier of the Washington office suspended all payments to the i)ersons mentioned 
and called upon them to furnish the affidavits required. He was, however, 
required to continue these payments upon direct written order from the postmas- 
ter, who states he was verbally instructed in his action by the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General. The payments were made under the cashier's protest. 

Under date of May 9. 1899, the postmaster addressed the cashier in a letter 
directing him to continue to pay, in accordance with letters of authority received 
from the Department making appointments thereto, such persons as are borne 
upon our several rolls, it being the purpose of the Department to have such pay- 
ments of salary made on the days upon which they fall due, without delay, and 
you will not act to the contrary unless directed to do so by me. 

In another letter of the same date the postmaster wrote the cashier stating that 
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he had been verbally mformed that the Department had satisfactorily adjusted 
the accounts relating to the payment of clerks in the military postal service in the 
Washington office, some of which are held np for revision by the honorable 
Comptroller of the Treasury, and directing him to make payments to all clerks in 
the service whose names are borne on our rolls. 

In conclusion, the inspector states that the files of the cashier show full, direct, 
and positive orders from superior authority for the disbursement of all the ques- 
tionable items mentioned in this report; that the responsibility for the many illegal 
appointments, the payment of two salaries to one and the same pwerson, and the dis- 
bursement of thousands of doUars for which practically no service was performed 
should be placed where it proi)erly belongs, and the many abuses corrected. 

Under date of July 5, 1899, referring to the inspection of the Washington office 
concluded June 30, 1899, Inspector Owen states that he found the name of one 
charwoman on the roster of stations A, B, and G, and the superintendents were 
unable to state what duties they performed and what salaries paid; that in conver- 
sation with Mr. Beavers, chief of salaries and allowances division, after the trans- 
fer of the post-office to Postmaster Merritt, he, Beavers, requested the inspector 
to inform the inspector in charge that when he struck the names of the char- 
women of the stations it would be well not to mention them in his report, as they 
were x)ersonal appointments of the Postmaster-General, and their appointments 
had been authorized by the Department, and that they had only been temporarily 
assigned to the stations until they could be assigned elsewhere. 



Exhibit C. 

Brief of report of Inspector Little on investigation of Washington , D. d post- 
office, dated July 31, 1900, 

[Book No. 12, pp. 567 and 568, and Book No. 10, pp. 166 and 177.] 
Insi)ector states that the office had no specified allowance for employees, and 
that a number of clerks have been added to the rolls of the office without request 
of the postmaster, and at times it has been difficult, postmaster states, to find 
employment for all assigned to his rolls. The roster appears to be an elastic one, 
to D9 added to as circumstances arise, whether the postmaster has requested it or 
not, and sometimes rendering it difficult to find places for them. The roster bears 
the following-named persons, with their designations, who appear to have been 
detailed to work outside this post-office: 
Ed. S. Allen, bookkeeper, engaged in installing canceling machines. 
George E. Barnard, bookkeeper, traveling inspector of canceling machines. 
H. C. Graff, bookkeeper, also inspector of canceling machines. 
E. B. Commens, finance clerk, on duty in Prrto Rico. 

J. A. Holmes, secretary and stenographer, detailed salary and allowance divi- 
sion, Post-Office Department. 

Henry Hood, distributer, detailed salary and allowance division, Post-Office 
Department. 
Dorothy Lamon, bookkeeper, detailed to Paris Exposition. 
Bessie R. Parke, bookkeeper, detailed Post-Office Department. 
Reuben T. Reeve, record clerk, detailed Post-Office Department. 
D. C. Saunders, bookkeejmr, on duty in Porto Rico. 
Laura B. Wunder, inquiry clerk, detailed Post-Office Department. 
Fred L. Templeton. letter distributer, detailed to Post-Office Department. 
Mathias J. Bundy, laborer, detailed Post-Office Department. 
The postmaster has no supervision over the above-named persons. The aggre- 
gate salaries paid to those not connected with the office amount to $16,100. Rela- 
tive to names on the roster not actually employed in the office or under jurisdiction 
of the xKJstmaster he knows nothing beyond the fact that they are on his rolls by 
written authority of the Post-Office Department, and the reason therefor is 
Tmdoubtedly clear to that Department. The postmaster informed inspector the 
names have bean placed there by official orders from the Post-Office Department, 
and that he had made no request for their appointment. 

Relative to those employed in the office, inspector states that W. A. Hutchins, 
formerly superintendent of Station A (Georgetown), was reduced some time since 
to " foreman " at $1,200 per annum; that he is employed in assisting at the general 
delivery, facing up mail, and in visiting the city post-office to secure stamps and 
stamped paper, of which he has charge; that he can not issue a money order or 
make out a report, and was never able to do so when superintendent, and his 
services should not be entitled to a compensation of $1,200 and should be reduced 
at least $200. 
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H. S. Williams, borne as money-order clerk, can not perform the duties of tliat 
position and has been employed as stamp clerk. He is too infirm to fill that posi- 
tion satisfactorily and should be removed for good of the service. 

Miss Kate E. Watts, assigned to Station A as a laborer at $600 per annum, is 
rendering good service as a clerk, her employment or that of some other compe- 
tent clerk bBing necessary to make up the deficiencies of Hutchins and Williams. 

Louis Kempner was assigned to the office roll and a place made for him as 
inspector of stations, while Mr. Hobmiller, formerly in charge of both stations 
and substations, was given the latter. One inspector is all the service requires. 

E. O. Fowler, who was transferred to the city post-office roll from the Post- 
Office Department, has been an invalid for some months and unable to perform 
satisfactory service in the Department. A place was found or made for him as 
assistant to the * ' timekeeper ' ' in free-delivery division. The latter receives $1 ,000 
per annum, while Fowler draws $1,700 as assistant. 

Emma S. Spates was transferred from the Post-Office Department to the city 
post-office roll as a " nixie clerk," her duties consisting of indexing the letter copy 
book and notifying publishers that their publications remained in the office 
uncalled for or undelivered. The postmaster states he had no use for either 
Fowler or Emma Spates, but as they were assigned to his roll he with some 
difficulty provided work for them. 

Four charwomen at $500 (two assigned to Station A) , one at $600, and three at 
$400, eight in all, with total salaries of $3,800, concerning which inspector states 
one at Station A and three at main office, at compensation of $240 per annum (same 
as paid charwomen by Post-Office Department) , could do the necessary work at a 
cost of $960 per annum, reducing expense on this item alone $2,840. 

Inspector states the force of day laborers actually engaged in cleaning the lobby 
of the post-office, walks, and wood or brass work averages about 12, the night 
force 4, while 8 are assigned to the registry division and 12 to the mailing division. 
It would appear probable that a large reduction could be made in this force with- 
out detriment to the service and a saving of $10,000 per annum effected. The 
foreman of this work. O. H. Smith, is classed on the roster as ** finance clerk," at 
$1,700, yet has an assistant, W. E. Dunn, at $700, who is not needed. 

Inspector recommended a readjustment of the clerical and laboring force, and 
that, as far as practicable, the roster be confined to bona fide employees of the 
office, and only such retained as the needs of the service require, which will reduce 
the expenditure many thousands of dollars without impairing the efficiency of the 
service. 



Post-Opfice Department, 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, 

Washington, D, C, January 7, 1901. 
Postmaster, Washington, D. C 

Sir: In a report recently made by post-office inspectors certain facts were devel- 
oped which resulted in the following recommendations: 

Station A, Georgetown.^— ^ , A. Hutchins, formerly superintendent of the sta- 
tion, reduced to position of foreman at $1,200 per annum. He is employed in 
assisting at the general delivery, facing up mail, and visiting the post-oflSce to 
secure postage stamps and other stamped paper of which he has charge. He can 
not issue a money order or make out a report, and never was able to do so when 
superintendent. 

M. S. Williams, borne on roster as money-order clerk, can not i)erform the 
duties of that position. Has been employed as stamp clerk. He is too infirm to 
fill that position satisfactorily and should be removed for the good of the service. 

You will, therefore, please give each of these clerks a copy of charges, allowing 
them three days in which to make reply and submit same to this office, with a view 
to their removal from the service on the 31st instant. 

Station A, Georgetown. — Marey Mancy, laborer, $500 per annum, and AnnieE. 
Drury, jnnitor, $500 per annum. One of these women can do all the cleaning and 
dusting. 

Please dispense with Mrs. Drury 's services on January 31, 1901. 

Arrangements will be made to transfer George E. Barnard, bookkeeper, $1,600 
per annum, to the post-office at Boston, Mass., and H. C. Graff, bookkeeper, $1,600 
per annum, to the post-office. New York, to take effect January 1, 1901, and yon 
will therefore report their separation from the clerical force of your office on Form 
A^5, to take effect from the date stated. 

It is also recommended that the box-rent rates at Station G be reduced to $1, 
$1.50, and $2 per quarter. You will please make arrangements to put these rates 
into effect at the beginning of the next quarter — April 1, 1901. 
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The inspector states that no examinations are held at stations on distribution of 
mail. Yon should make arrangements to comply with the regulations in this 
respect 

Very respectfully, W. M. Johnson, 

First Assistant Postmaster-General, 



Memorandum with reference to a report dated July SI, 1900, of Inspector Little 
on investigation of Washington, D, C, post-office, 

Ed. S. Allen, George E. Barnard, H. C. Graff, E. B. Conmions, J. A. Holmes, 
Dorothy Lamon, Bessie R. Parke, D. C. Saunders, Laura B. Wunder, and Fred L, 
Templeton have all been separated from the service of this oflftce. 

Henry Hood and Mathias J. Bundy, who were detailed to the Post-Office Depart- 
ment for duty, have been returned, and are performing service in this office. 

W. A. Hutchin's salary reduced from $1,200 to $1,000, as recommended February 
1,1901. 

In the matter of M. L. Williams, he was reported to the Department for removal 
January 17, 1901, or that his salary be reduced to $600. The report was accouL- 
X>anied by a letter in Mr. Williams's behalf from Senator Williain P. Frye. No 
action was taken by the Department. 

The roster title of Kate E. Watts was changed from laborer to clerk, she having 
been classified. 

Lewis E. Kempner and T. C. Homiller have both been separated from the 
service. 

E. O. Fowler (should be E. C. Fowler) has been separated from the service. 
(Death. ) Place not filled. 

Emma S. Spates transferred to the Post-Office Department February 15, 1903. 
Place not filled. 

Annie E. Drury, one of the two charwomen at Station A, dismissed January 31, 
1901. 

No mention in memorandum from the Department regarding any part of 
laborers' force except so much of it as affected Station A, which was corrected. 

W. E. Dunn, who assisted the foremen of laborers, has long since been sepa- 
rated from the service. 

All recommendations contained in the memorandum sent me were carried out 
so far as my actions thereon could do. Copy of the memorandum referred to is 
hereto annexed. 

John A. Mkrritt, Postmaster, 



Memorandum of separations from the city post-offlce of parties nam^d in inspect- 
or's report dated July 31, 1900, 

Allen, E. S., January 16, 1901, transferred to Buffalo, N. Y. 
Barnard, C. E., January 1, 1901, transferred to Boston, Mass. 
Graff, H. C, January 1, 1901, transferred to New York, N. Y. 
Oommons, E. B., September 30, 1901, discontinued. 
Holmes, J. A., June 30, 1903, transferred to Post-Office Department. 
Hood, Henry, April 23, 1903, returned to city post-office. 
Lamon, Dorothy, August 31, 1901, transferred to Post-Office Department. 
Parke, B. R., April 23; 1901, transferred to Post-Office Department. 
Reeves, Reuben, April 23, 1903, returned to city post-office. 
Saunders, D. C, March 2, 1901, transferred to New Haven, Conn. 
Wunder, Laura B., December 28, 1901, transferred to Post-Office Department. 
Templeton, F. L., July 1, 1902, dropped. 
Bundy, N. J., April 26, 1903, returned to city post-office. 
Hutehins, W. A., February 1, 1901, reduced from $1,200 to $1,000. 
Williams, M. L. , removal or reduction recommended January 17, 1901; no action 
taken by Department. 
Watts, K. E., transferred to clerks' roll, August 1, 1900. 
Kempner, Louis, October 31, 1901, transferred to Post-Office Department. 
Fowler, E. C, June 12, 1902, death. 

Spates, E. S., April 14, 1903, transferred to Post-Office Department. 
Drury, Annie (Station A), January 31, 1901, dropped. 
Dunn, W. E., October 19, 1900, dropped. 
Homiller, T. C, August 15, 1900, resigned. 

John A. Merritt, Postmaster, 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Generaly May i, 1903 ^ to Robert J, TraceweUy 

Comptroller of the Treasury, and Mr, TraceweWs reply , May ^, 

190S. 

May 1, 1903. 

My Dear Sir: I observe in the Washington Post of this morning 
a statement which was purported to have been made by Mr. S. W. 
Tulloch, formerly cashier of the Washington City post-office, in which 
he sets forth, in substance, that an investigation of the accounts of 
the Washington City post-office was being made some years since by 
an expert connected with the office of the Comptroller of the Treas- 
ury, and that direct personal and political pressure was brought to 
boar upon the Comptroller and the investigation was stopped by 
reason thereof, '* just as it was becoming interesting," and the expert 
having it in charge was removed for a too zealous performance of his 
duty — presumably as a warning to others. 

This is a direct reflection upon the integrity of your office, as well 
as upon the administration of the Post-Office Department. 

As I intend to look into the case somewhat, I shall be glad to have 
you advise me what, if any, truth or lack of truth there is in the state- 
ment referred to. 

I inclose herewith a copy of the article referred to. 
Very truly, yours, 

H. C. Payne, 
Postmaster- General, 

Hon. Robert J. Tracewell, 

Comptroller of the Treasury, Washington, D, C, 



Treasury Department, 
Office of Comptroller of the Treasury, 

Washington, May 2, 190S. 
Hon. H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General, 
Sir: I am in receipt of your favor of the 1st instant, in which you 
direct my attention to a statement purporting to have been made by 
Mr. S. W. Tulloch, formerly cashier of the city post-office at Wash- 
ington, D. C, which appeared in the Washington Post of the date of 
your communication, also inclosing a clipping from said article, in 
which it is asserted that an investigation of the accounts of the 
Washington post-office was made bj'^ an expert connected with my 
office and that direct personal and political pressure was brought to 
bear upon me, and that the investigation was stopped by reason 
thereof just as it was becoming interesting, and that the expert 
having it in charge was removed for a too zealous performance of his 
duty, presumably as a warning to others. 
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The facts in the matter are that on the 26th day of April, 1899, the 
accounts of the disbursing officer for the Washington post-office for 
the quarter ended September 30, 1898, were taken up for revision on 
my own motion in the ordinary way, and on the initiative of Thomas 
W. Gilmer, an expert accountant in my office; that I proceeded with 
the investigation of the accounts until the 31st day of August, 1899, 
when it was completed, resulting in a certificate of difference, a copy 
of which I inclose for your information; that at no time before, 
during, or after the commencement of the revision of said accounts 
was any political or other pressure brought to bear upon me, or 
attempted to be brought to bear; that the examination was not stopped 
by reason of political or other pressure, but was fully and carefully 
completed under my personal supervision; that said expert account- 
ant, Thomas W. Gilmer, was not removed, but was detailed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury from my office to the office of the Auditor 
for the State and other Departments on or about the 18th day of Sep- 
tember, 1899, where he has been since employed; that this detail, in 
so far as I was advised at the time by Mr. Vanderlip, Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and chief of the committee on personnel of the 
Treasury, was because of reports that had come to him of several 
instances wherein it was charged that Mr. Gilmer had been impolite 
and offensive to other Government officials in the discharge of his 
duties as an expert accountant from my office. 

Charges of this nature were made to me by the Attorney-General 
and the First Assistant Postmaster-General, and, as I understand, he 
had some minor matters of difference with the appointment division 
of the Treasury. None of these officials filed with me any written 
charges against Mr. Gilmer. I assume they reported them to Mr. 
Vanderlip; in fact Mr. Vanderlip said that the First Assistant 
Postmaster- General had complained of Mr. Gilmer. 

Mr. Gilmer was a most competent, painstaking, and industrious 
clerk. In my office he displayed none of the traits of character of 
which these complaints were made. 

Very respectfully, R. J. Tracewell, 

Ccmiptroller, 



ARTICLE 19, ** MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES.*' 

Voucher of William Warren for salary as clerk disallowed $89. 68 

This voucher was paid from the appropriation for "Miscellaneous 
expenses " contrary to the provisions or sec. 3683, Rev. Stat.; see oflSce 
letter of April 26, 1899. 

It is suggested that credit for this item might be obtained on render- 
ing to the auditor a supplemental account under the appropriation for 
clerk hire, if so authorized by the Post-Ofl&ce Department, and provided 
a sufiftcient amount of said appropriation for the fiscal year 1899 is 
available. 

Voucher 11, Fannie R. Winans, salary for '* cleaning" disallowed 138.59 

Voucher 16, Laura E. Nevitt, salary for " cleaning ' ' disallowed _ 37. 50 

Voucher 17, Emma Janes, salary for * ' cleaning ' ' disallowed 136. 96 

Voucher 18, Fannie L. Jeffery, salary for " cleaning " disallowed 39. 13 

These vouchers for salaries are disallowed as in case of William Warren 
(supra) , not being chargeable as miscellaneous expenses. 
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ARTICLE 24. FRBE-DELIVERY SERVICE (INCIDENTAL EXPENSES). 

In my letter of April 26, 1899, objection was made to the payment of 
per diems in lieu of exi)en8e8 in the vouchers of C. A. Machen and others. 
Although said vouchers were irregular, if not illegal, no disallowance 
will be made in this account, it being stated that no further charge would 
be made after receipt of my letter on the subject. 

Voucher 36, O. H. Smith, per diem as " mechanic," disallowed $158. 00 

Voucher 36, R. V. Willet, -per diem as ' ' mechanic," disallowed 158. 00 

These i)ersons were employed as clerks during this period and paid sal- 
aries as such on the clerk roll from the appropriation for clerk hire. 
They also charge exi)enses incurred in the mihtary postal service at 
Camp Alger covering the same period. It does not appear that they 
actually served as mechanics, evidence on this point not being furnished 
as requested by this office. 

MILITARY POSTAL SERVICE. 

Voucher 7, C. C. Mayer, per diem and expenses at Falls Church, Va., May, 
1898, disallowed, this appropriation not being available until July 1, 
1898 4.35 

Voucher 46, W. S. Lamer, drug bill, disallowed _ 2. 65 

These charges for seidlitz powders, pills, etc., are personal exi)enses, 
not chargeable to the United States. 

Voucher 20, C. I. Dawson, per diem in lieu of subsistence, July 1 to July 

10, 1898, at $4 a day, disallowed because not authorized by law 40. 00 

Actual expenses might be allowed if properly itemized. 

Vouchers 10, 13, 26, and 29, premiums on surety bonds, disallowed because 
not chargeable to the United States (2 Comp. Dec, 262; 140 U.S., 171). 128.00 

Total amount disallowed herein 933. 86 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Oeneraly May i, 1903^ to John A, Merritt, 
postmaster y Washington, D. C, and Mr, Merritfs reply of May 5, 
1903. 

May 1, 1903. 
Hon. John A. Merritt, 

Postmaster, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I observe in the Washington Post of this morning what 
purports to be an interview with Mr. S. W. TuUoch, making state- 
ments which seriously reflect upon you and your management of the 
Washington post-office. 

I would be pleased to receive from you any statement which you 
desire to make which will throw any light upon the subject-matter 
discussed by Mr. Tulloch in the interview in question. I also desire 
you to give the reasons which actuated you in not reappointing Mr. 
TuUoi^h cashier of the Washington post-office when you assumed the 
duties of postmaster. 

It is also stated in the interview that the local postmaster keeps on 
adding additional employees as directed, whether their services are 
required or not, and there are other charges which not only seriously 
reflect upon your office but upon the Post-Office Department as well. 
It is implied that this adding of employees occurs by reason of the 
Postmaster-General or the Department designating appointments, 
promotions, or transfers without regard to the wishes or needs of the 
local office. 

In this connection I request that you give me a stat/cment of all the 
employees of your office who have been appointed, promoted, or trans- 
ferred under orders or request of the Department or the Postmaster- 
General since my incumbency of the office of Postmaster-General 
(January 10, 1902), together with the date of such appointment, pro- 
motion, or transfer, and on whose order it was made, and such other 
information as will throw any light upon the charges made in the 
article in question. 

Very truly, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 



Washington City Post-Office, 

Office of the Postmaster, 
Washington, D. C, , May 5, 1903, 
Hon. Henry C. Payne, 

PoBtma^ter-Oeneral, Washington, D, C, 
Sir: Replying to your letter of the 1st instant, referring to an interview pub- 
lished in the Washington Post with Mr. S. W. Tulloch, which reflects both upon 
the Post-Office Department and this office, and asking for any statement I may 
desire to make that will throw light upon the subject-matter discussed by him, 
and also the reasons which actuated me in not continuing him as cashier of this 
office, I beg to state that my appoinment was made May 29, 1899, but I did not 
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assume the duties of the office until July 1 following. In the interim I had under 
consideration the make-up of my executive force, and especially that part of it 
which under the law I was authorized to choose outside of the classified service, 
namely, the assistant postmaster and the cashier. 

I had no personal acquaintance with either of the gentlemen then filling these 
places; but I had heard much of them, had made appropriate inquiry concerning 
them, and finally, before the day fixed upon for taking charge of the office, I had 
decided not to reappoint either. So far as relates to the cashier, the following 
statement in detail embodies the reason for my decision: 

My judgment of Mr. Tulloch was that he was an arbitrary man, of very notice- 
able self-esteem, and with such an exalted sense of his own importance and 
authority as to practically assume official equality with, if not superiority to, the 
postmaster. 

Mr. Tulloch was engaged in much important private business, which brought 
about his not infrequent absence from duty, and which, even when he was present 
at the post-office, took up a great deal of his time. 

I had reason to believe that Mr. Tulloch was a large investor in private business 
and a venturesome man in the field of speculation or in undertakings wherein 
the element of uncertainty largely entered. As I was a Government officer about 
to take charge of a business that would require the handling of $3,000,000 a year, 
more or less, for the security and proper disbursement of which I had given a heavy 
bond, I did not deem it advisable to retain him as my financial assistant. I pre- 
ferred to select as my cashier a person of different i)ecuniary environment and of 
fewer business responsibilities. 

Shortly after I was appointed postmaster, and before I had entered upon the 
duties of the office, I was approached by Mr. A. W. Bingham, then chief of the 
finance division of the Post-Office Department, who stated that Mr. Tulloch had 
got up the bonds of several of my predecessors, and was a surety upon at least 
one of them, and that therefore he would no doubt be glad to do the same for me. 
I may have done Mr. Tulloch an injustice in my interpretation of this incident, 
but I conceived the idea that he had prompted Mr. Bingham to make the proposi- 
tion, and I resented it. 

In the published interview which you mention Mr. Tulloch refers to himself as 
an obstacle in the way of the Postmaster-General and his First Assistant, and that 
I removed this obstacle within five minutes. The fact is that neither the Post- 
master-General nor Mr. Heath, directly or indirectly, influenced me in my notion 
regarding Mr. Tulloch. After my appointment was announced, both the Presi- 
dent and the Postmaster-General said to me that so far as the appointments to be 
made were concerned I was left to exercise my own discretion. 

I hesitate to add — though I am constrained to do so under your call for informa- 
tion — that since the separation of Mr. Tulloch from his office a number of things 
have come to my knowledge which convince me that in his case I made no mis- 
take. Take this incident for example, related to me by Mr. James P. WiUett, my 
predecessor, a few days after I assumed the postmastership, and fully confirmed 
by the statements of others. He said that his accounts for the last quarter of his 
term were in a tangled condition; that he was very much worried about them; 
that his cashier should not have left them in this condition; that he regarded it 
as the cashier's duty to properly arrange and close them, but that after appealing 
to him for his assistance, he (Tulloch) absolutely refused to give it unless he was 
paid $500 therefor. I need not comment upon this affair. It is only proper for 
me to say that upon my advice Mr. Willett indignantly rejected the offer, and 
that Mr. Tulloch never gave him any aid whatever. The work was entirely and 
satisfactorily done by my own official force. 

Upon looking into the practice of the cashier's office prior to Mr. Tulloch's sepa- 
ration from it I found that he had been in the habit for many years of making up 
the quarterly pay rolls of the office in blank, getting the signatures of the employees 
thereto, and filling in afterward the dates and amounts paid. I do not charge 
that these amounts were ever improperly filled in, but I need not say, to any busi- 
ness man at least, that such a practice presented an open door to fraud. In going 
over, in April, 1899, the accounts prepared by Mr. Tulloch for the period from 
July 1 to September 30, 1898, the Comptroller of the Treasury discovered this 
grave irregularity, and thus commented on it: 

*' It appears that receipts are signed in blank on jrour pay rolls. By what legal 
authority is this done? No i)erson should be required to sign vouchers in blank, 
leaving amounts and dates to be filled in over their signatures. The existence of 
such a practice makes receipts of little value." 

As soon as this practice was brought to my notice I discontinued it. 

Before I became postmaster one of the employees of the post-office was sus- 
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pended from duty from May 5 to Jnne 3, 18©8, without pay, without any reason 
of record, so far as I have learned, and without any Departmental authority. Mr. 
Tnlloch, the cashier, retained this man*s pay for the time stated, amounting to 
$140.11, against his protest, I am told, obtaining his signature to the customary 
form of x>ay roll, however, and then sent the account to the Auditor for the Post- 
Of&ce Department as though payment had actually been made. 

The cashier probably had the postmaster's order to do this, and it ^eems he did 
not make personal use of the money. But the transaction appears nevertheless to 
comprehend the presentation of a false voucher, which is made a crime by sec- 
tion 5483 of the Revised Statutes of the United States. The money thus unlaw- 
fully taken was divided by the cashier or by his direction among a number of 
persons, upon orders signed in the name of the postmaster by his assistant (though 
in one case no order has been found) until all of it was used up except $7.66, which 
is now in the official possession of one of the bureaus of the Post-Office Depart- 
ment. It seems rather extraordinary that Mr. TuUoch should be making so loud 
an outcrv against the management of the Post-Office Department and of the post- 
office, when his memory should take in this case, in which he was a participant, 
every feature of which appears to have been without warrant of law. 

The irregularities charged by Mr. Tulloch, though I am not informed as to the 
details, all occurred before July 1. 1899. when 1 entered upon the duties of the 
office, while Mr. Tulloch was holding the office of cashier, and when, if he had 
regarded them as wrong, he should have officially called attention to them. This 
he evidently failed to do; for the Comptroller of the Treasury, who I understand 
went thoroughly over the whole matter, and who wrote to the postmaster regarding 
it, says that he '* acted on his own motion.*' As you will see from the Comp- 
troller's letter, which I herewith inclose, some of the irregularities to which he 
caUs attention were evidently due to Mr. Tulloch *s own neglect or ignorance, and 
all of t^em are transactions which he had been habitually taking up for the post- 
master as part of his accounts. If these things were criminal , as he seems to urge, 
why did he make himself a party to them? So far as I can see from the files of the 
office, he never called attention to any of them while he remained cashier. He 
withheld the performance of this duty until some other man had taken his place; 
for as I understand the matter, his present charges are the same precisely as those 
made by him nearly four years ago in the newsi)apers and to the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral a day or two after he went out of office. 

If there were any serious irregularities, as Mr. Tulloch claims, they occurred, as 
I have before said, prior to my becoming postmaster. Whatever they were I think 
they were nearly all corrected soon after the Comptroller of the Treasury called 
attention to them. 

As to a tendency in the Post-Office Department ** to convert this office into a 
boreau'' thereof, *'to disburse its funds, appoint, promote, and transfer its 
employes without record, and aiding additional employees, whether their services 
are needed or not,'' as Mr. Tulloch asserts, I have to state that I have perceived 
no such tendency. I have disbursed no money on accounts of any kind without 
written authority therefor. Appointments, promotions, and transfers, with very 
few exceptions, have been made upon my recommendation, approved by the 
Department. Since your administration began there have been 92 appointments, 
90 of which were made upon my own recommendation and 2 upon official letters 
of First Assistant Postmaster-Gfeneral Wynne. There have been 217 promotions, 
813 of which were upon my own recommendation, I by official letter of First 
Assistant Postmaster-Gfeneral Johnson, and 3 upon official letters of First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General Wynne. 

The transfers of employees from other post-offices and the Post-Office Depart- 
ment to this office (all of which were efficient clerks and letter carriers) amounted 
to 16, 7 of them being made upon my own recommendation and 9 upon official 
letters from First Assistant Postmaster-General Wynne. There have been 36 
resignations, 20 removals, and 13 transfers to post-offices and the Post-Office 
Department. These facts show how groundless Mr. Tulloch 's charge is that the 
Department keeps on adding employees whether their services are needed or not. 

There are now on the rolls of this office 376 clerks and 65 laborers, under which 
latter head are included all charwomen, janitors, and watchmen, also 251 letter 
carriers, and 62 clerks in charge of numl)ered or drug-store stations. 

Let me say. further, that there are no superfluous employees in this office. The 
force is not only not too large, but at times of pressure it is insufficient; so that 
requisitions have had to be time and again made for the employment of temporary 
clerks. 

Very respectfully, John A. Merritt, Postmaster. 

S. Doc. 151 15 
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Letters of the Postmaster- General to Charles Emory Smith, May 1 
and 20, 190S, and Mr. Smith's reply, May 27, 1903. 

May 1, 1903. 
My Dear Sir: The Washington Post of this morning contains a 
purported interview with Mr. S. W. Tulloeh, who was cashier of the 
Washington City post-office while you were Postmaster-General. 

The statement reflects seriously upon the integrity of the Post- 
Office Department, the Washington City post-office, and the office of 
the Comptroller of the Treasury, but more especially it makes state- 
ments which reflect upon jour honor and good faith as Postmaster- 
General. 

I am asking all the parties referred to in Mr. Tulloch's statement 
for facts connected with the case. 

I do not know as you would care to say anything about it, but if 
you are willing to take any notice of it 1 should be glad to have any- 
thing you may wish to say, which I will be pleased to put with the 
other papers in the case. 

I inclose herewith a copy of the article in question. 
Very truly, yours, 

H. C. Payne, 
Postmaster- General. 
Hon. Charles Emory Smith, 

Philadelphia, Pa. 



May 20, 1903. 

My Dear Mr. Smith: I send you herewith a complete copy of the 
TuUoch letter to me. I will be pleased to have from you, after you 
have examined the letter, any statement which you may care to make 
concerning it and the matters to which Mr. Tulloeh alludes. 

Postmaster Merritt, Auditor Castle, and Comptroller Tracewell will 
answer fully anj^ aspersions made upon them. 

The points upon which it is difficult for us to get information are 
those where it is charged that people were put upon the pay rolls who 
did little, if anj^, work. 

I see the appropriation made for the postal service during the war 
was put directly under the control of the Postmaster-General, to be 
expended in his discretion. 

Very truly, yours, H. C. Payne. 

Hon. Charles Emory Smith, 

Care of Philadelphia Press, Philadelphia, Pa. 

[The "complete copy of the Tulloeh letter" referred to herein is a 
copy of Seymour W. Tulloch's letter of May 15, 1903, to the Postmaster- 
General.] 
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Philadelphia, May 27, 190S, 
Sir: I am in receipt of your letter of the 20th instant, inclosing copy of a letter 
addressed to you by Mr. S. W. Tulloch, respecting the conduct of the Post-Office 
Department and the Washiagton city post-office during the years 1898 and 1899. 

In reply I beg to say that the allegations of irregularities made by Mr. Tulloch 
on his retirement from the position of cashier of the city post-office were duly 
examined at the time. They were taken up item by item and the facts in each 
case were ascertained. The result of that examination was embodied in a full 
exhibit of the alleged irregularities and of the explanations in each instance, 
which is on file in the Department. To this exhibit I refer as embracing a particu- 
lar and detailed answer to Mr. Tulloch's statement. 

Without undertaking to repeat here its si)ecific and minute evidences, let me 
say in general terms that in most cases it presents what was believed to be a justi- 
fication of the transactions complained of. The transactions mostly grew out of 
the conditions incidental to the opening of the Spanish war, and the criticisms 
betrayed a want of knowledge botn of the conditions and of the methods adopted 
to meet their requirements. The war was declared April 21. 1898. Within a few 
weeks an army of 350,000 men was raised and organized in camps. It became 
necessary to provide at once for the prompt handling of the mail of this large body 
of soldiers and their million friends at home. Any failure to do so would justly 
have excited universal condemnation. ^ 

At the outset no special appropriation was available, and the means had to be 
provided from the general postal appropriations. Afterwards Congress made a 
specicd appropriation for the military postal service, to be expended entirely at 
the discretion of the Postmaster-General. In meeting the demands of the service 
and in making good out of one fund what had been temporarily and unavoidably 
drawn from the other, changes and transfers and special employments were made 
which might not be understood by those who had only an incomplete knowledge 
of the facts. 

It was found expedient as a matter of practical administration to treat the camps, 
and afterwards for a time the offices, of Porto Rico as branches of the Washington 
office, as those of Cuba were treated as branches of the New York office. This 
involved the enrollment of the men employed for Porto Rico on the Washington 
roll. For a time some of the extra help needed in the Department was provided 
for in the same way. Out of these facts ignorantly grew some of the allegations 
of irregularities. 

Compared with the magnitude of the military service, not many new appoint- 
ments were made. It was the policy of the Department to select trained and 
experienced men already in the service and detail them for the military and island 
work. During two years Congress appropriated $500,000 for the military postal 
service, to be expended at the discretion of the Postmaster-General. Of this 
amount $349,666.55 was spent and the remainder, $250,833.45, was covered back 
into the Treasury. 

Some reference has been made to the fact that a few machinists apx)eared to be 
enrolled on the clerical roll. This may possibly have grown out of one of my acts. 
After examining the subject I determined to cut down the annual rental of can- 
celing machines used in the post-offices of the country to an extent which effected 
a saving of about $100,000 a year in the aggregate to the Government. In con- 
sideration of this large reduction the Department agreed to take care of the 
machines. This required three or four machinists who should travel from office 
to office for the purpose, and direction was given that the machinists already 
familiar with the work should be employed. I am frank to say that I do not now 
recall just how they were enrolled, but it was thought that it could be lawfully 
done in exempted places, and no mere red-tape of form was allowed to stand in 
the way of what was believed to be for the good of the service. 

The examination of the alleged irregularities in the connection of the Depart- 
ment with the Washington office, as already stated, justified most of them. I 
ahoidd not be altogether candid if I did not say that in some cases I was not con- 
vinced of the necessity or propriety of the transactions. These questionable trans- 
actions consisted for the most part of placing on the roll a few persons the need of 
whose services were not clearly shown. When these facts developed, the proper 
officers were instructed that every proceeding which could not be justified should 
be remedied and stopped 

It is proper for me to add that Mr. Tulloch's allegations were the subject of an 
independent and searching investigation by the Comptroller of the Treasury, who 
made a minute examination of the vouchers and of the authority for expenditure 
m the several cases, the result of which was that his disallowances amounted to 
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$932, a considerable part of which sum was afterwards allowed on further inquiry. 
Of the results of his investigation I was fully apprised. 

About the same time Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General Bristow informed 
me that inspectors had found the same apparent or actusd irregularities in the 
Washington office. I advised him, according to my recollection, of the investiga- 
tion which the Comptroller of the Treasury had made and of the steps which were 
being taken to rectify any wrong. 

In Mr. Tulloch's letter he does not repeat his earlier statement that when he 
made his representations I did npthing. He does, however, say: 

"I was creditably (?) informed at the time that the matter so prei)ared, with 
perhaps other evidence, was laid before Postmaster-General Smith by Fourth 
Assistant Postmaster-General Bristow, who requested the appointment of a com- 
mission to investigate the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General. This 
was refused by Mr. Smith, who looked upon it as another manifestation of the 
relations between Perry S. Heath and Mr. Bristow." 

In reply I refrain from making the obvious comment, and content myself with 
saying that the statement that General Bristow made any such request and that 
I refused it is entirely untrue. 
Very respectfully, yours, 

Chas. Emory Smith. 

Hon. Henry C. Payne, 

Postmaster-General, Washington^ 
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Letter ofthe Postmaster- General, May 5, 1903 , to Seymour W, 
Tvlloch, and Mr, Tulloch's reply. May 15, 1903, 

May 5, 1903. 
Mr. S. W. TULLOOH, 

Forest Glen, Md. 
Sir: I have observed in the Washington Post certain statements 
made b}'^ you relating to the administration of the Post-Office Depart- 
ment previous to the year 1901, and which reflect upon certain officials 
and the methods of conducting the business of the Department and 
the Washington post-office. 

I shall be pleased to receive from you any statement which you are 
willing to make in writing, accompanied by any papers, documents, 
or evidence confirmatory of the charges which have appeared in the 
Washington Post. 

Respectfully, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmasfsr- General. 



Washington, D. C, May 15, 190S, 
Hon. H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster-General, Washington, D. C. 

Sir: In response to your request, made through Fourth Assistant Postmaster- 
General Bristow, to be furnished a statement in writing with regard to the irreg- 
tilarities in the postal service referred to by me in a recent interview, J beg to say 
that a full and complete statement would require a comment upon the pay rolls, 
vouchers, and records of the Washington City post-office for a period or upward 
of two years or more previous to my removal as cashier, June 30, 1899, by John 
A. Merritt, postmaster. Conditions are more important than details. In the 
interest of good government I have called attention to certain features, in order 
that, during the pending and promised reorganization of the service, care may be 
taken to provide against a repetition of similar irregularities in the future. It 
may be necessary to state that in all instances of irregularity and favoritism the 
proper allowances, records, vouchers, etc., were most carefully executed and 
kept, as a rule, and little information can be ascertained by an investigation of 
the same. The real facts, those behind the allowances and vouchers, are not of 
record, are known to few — those interested, who will not, and others, clerks, who 
dare not, talk. Typical examples in support of the charges made, I trust, will be 
fiufl&cient in the interest of brevity. 

For upward of nineteen years to my personal knowledge the conduct of affairs 
between the Washington City post-office and the Post-Oflfice Department wasreg- 
tdar; allowances, if anything, too economical; and all accounts were strictly 
audited. Then came the first break, not important in the amount involved, but 
signalized as the precursor of a system of allowances to the Washington City post- 
ofl&ce on account of departmental expenditures, which afterwards led to irregu- 
larities, abuses, extravagance, and my removal as an '' obstacle." Mr. Shepard, 
then chief of the salary and allowance division. Post-Office Department, desired a 
file case for the use of his office. His requisition for some reason or other was 
turned down by his sui)erior officers. 

Later, vouchers were presented to me for a file case, accompanied by an allow- 
ance for the payment of the same out of the funds of the Washington office, made 
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by Mr. Shepard and signed by the First Assistant Postmaster-General in the 
course of the official mail. I supposed, of course, the case was intended for the 
Washington office, and directed the contractor to obtain a certificate of delivery 
of the goods. He then informed me the case was for the salary and allowance 
division. Mr. Shei)ard refused to acknowledge the receipt of the goods, fearing 
exposure during the audit of the vouchers, and I refused to p&y for the same until 
someone was willing to father the same. 

Not long afterwards the McKinley Administration came into power, and almost 
immediately a marked change in the official atmosphere of the Post-Office Dei)art- 
ment was very apparent. The First Assistant Postmaster-Gteneral sent his clerk 
down to me with a voucher for traveling expenses, accompanied by an allowance 
for the payment of the same from the funds of the Washington office. Such a 
demand was irregular on the face of it; i)ayment should have been requested from 
the regular disbursing officer for the Dei)artment. Only a single voucher, how- 
ever, was presented, and that for a lump sum. Knowing the official had not been 
long in office, I explained — as courteously as possible — that vouchers presented in 
payment for traveling expenses were required to be executed in duplicate, fully 
itemized, subvouchers furnished where possible, the account acknowledged before 
a notary public as to the correctness of the same, and sta-ting it had not been jkhb- 
sible or convenient to obtain the subvouchers omitted. 

The official in question, instead of thanking me, became very angry at the idea 
of a mere cashier attempting to make any suggestion to him, and refused to amend 
his voucher. The postmaster called upon him in person relative to the matter, 
explaining I had only asked for what was required by the Auditor and according 
to precedent. The postmaster upon his return stated the official had said: ** Look 
here now, this is a new Administration and a new crowd, and we intend to make 
our own precedents. ' ' That they did so has been painfully apparent to the country 
for some time. I continued to refuse to pay the voucher unless I was assured by 
the Auditor for the Post-Office Department it would be taken off my hands. He, 
knowing I was right, was not willing to give me any other directions in writing, 
but sent me word through the postmaster that on account of the feeling shown in 
the matter if I would sunply inclose the vouchers in my next account its infor- 
mality would be overlooked. I believe, however, he required it to be sworn to. 

Thus early I incurred the enmity of the office of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General and perhaps, had the Auditor promptly and properly sustained me other 
irregularities would not have been so boldly attempted, or the office of the Auditor 
been placed in the position where it was compelled to overlook many things which 
followed. An inspection of the accounts of the Washington office will show many 
similar subsequent pasrments of traveling and other expenses on account of the 
departmental official without the usual departmental checks. 

Up to this period letter carriers had been furnishing personal bonds to the 
Department direct, while postmasters, though giving their own bonds direct to 
the Department, took such bonds only from their own subordinates as they desired 
for their own immediate protection. 

The Washington office was surprised one day to receive from the office of the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and allowance division, a printed cir- 
cular stating it was intended to require all the employees of post-offices to give a 
blanket bond direct to the Department, said bond to be furnished by a single rec- 
ognized bonding company, irrespective of the fact whether such employees could 
furnish good personal bonds or might desire to avail themselves of competition 
in premium between other bonding companies. A similar bluiket bond was, I 
believe, to be required of letter carriers. A consultation was held with the post- 
master by those whose premiums were apt to make quite an inroad into their 
salaries, and especially where they were able to furnish satisfactory x>6rsonal 
bonds without cost. 

The Postmaster had a conference with Mr. George W. Beavers, then Chief of 
the Salary and Allowance Division, who told him the scheme would surely be put 
into operation. The Postmaster reported upon his return that Mr. Beavers had 
said: " Senator Piatt, of New York, would appreciate the fact if he would select 
the Senator's company. ' ' Evidently the scheme was not enthusiastically approved 
by the postmasters and employees throughout the country having political influ- 
ence, or by the other bonding companies not in the trust, as the records of the office 
of the First Assistant Postmaster-General should show that the original circular 
was subsequently modified by succeeding orders which, while requiring all 
employees to give bond, allowed them to select their own bond or bonding com- 
panies, the Department, however, desiring for the sake of convenience, as large a 
blanket bond as possible from some individual company in case there was no other 
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marked preference. Competition between the companies soon made the premium 
nominal. The original scheme contemplated could have led to grave abuse. 

Residents of Washington remember well receiving a few years since an official 
letter from the Postmaster at Washington, D. C. , recommending and seemingly 
requiring the purchase of an expensive house-to-house collection box to be attached 
to their front doors. This box was to be used not only for the delivery of letters 
but the mailing of the same, a medium for the purchase of postage stamps, etc. 
Many persons bought these boxes and went to considerable expense to have them 
placed in position. A brief account of this graft may be interesting. This box 
was the property of individuals or an individual company. It was always sup- 
posed that certain Departmental officials took more than a passing interest in it, 
in connection with certain other prominent personages. It is a well-known fact 
that the agents of the box frequented the Washington office with an assurance and 
authority which seem to impir very substantial backing. 

It was a well-known regulation of the Department that under no circumstances 
coujd the postmaster or any employee inform anyone with regard to the address 
or residence of any person or resident of the city. Travelers passing through 
were refused the addresses of friends and relatives, many instances of hardship 
came under my personal observation, yet the agents of this box, upon the refusal 
of the postmaster to* furnish same, brought an order from the office of the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, Free-Delivery Service, directing him to turn over to 
them the route books of the letter carriers, in order that these agents might send 
to all proper residents by name an official communication bearing the heading 
of the Washington City Post-Office, seemingly requiring, under the approval of the 
Post-Office Department, and over the facsimile signature of the postmaster, the 
purchase and use of this box. 

This circular letter the postmaster never saw, never had any connection with, 
and only became aware of after it had been mailed. He strongly protested to 
the Department against any such unauthorized use of his name and seeming offi- 
cial indorsement, but to no effect. The office was afterwards deluged with letters 
and visits from the persons with regard to repairs of these same boxes, or who 
felt they had been imposed upon by being required to purchase a box which proved 
of little subsequent value. It is needless to state the parties complaining received 
little satisfaction and the office was placed in a most humiliating position] 
The agents moved on to other cities. They may have repeated the same tactics 
elsewhere. That any other corporation or person should be able to Obtain the use 
of carriers' route books for exploiting any one article to the exclusion of others, or 
of any scheme at all, was a grave abuse. Such information or lists would be worth 
thousands of dollars to addressing agencies or any one competitor in business. I 
notice by the daily press, complaint with regard to apparent favoritism in equip- 
ping newly established rural-deli;s^ery routes and furnishing the names of patrons. 
The Assistant Postmaster and myself were summoned one day to the office of the 
Postmaster, where we found Col. R. J. Bright, ex-Sergeant-at-Arms of the United 
States Senate. The Colonel had received a letter from a friend in New York City 
stating that he had been approached to go into a money-making scheme, and into 
which he contemplated putting considerable money, upon the indorsements given 
by two high postal officials whose letters he had inclosed; but before investing he 
desired the Colonel to look into the matter for him. The pai)ers submitted were 
the prospectus and circulars with regard to a scheme known as " The Economic 
Postal Association," of doubtful utility or profit. We were not unprepared to 
find the two high officials recommending the same for investment to be Mr. George 
W. Beavers, Chief Salary and Allowance, and Mr. August W. Machen, Chief Free- 
Dehvery Service. 

I wiU omit all reference to the purchase of typewriters, book typewriters, cash 
inachines, time clocks, etc., special types of which were purchased to the exclu- 
sion of others, or whether the articles were desired or not. Similar cases were 
referred to recently in the public press, and have been for some time, and no doubt 
have your careful consideration. 

Considerable feeling was manufactured toward me in the office of the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General because I would not pay vouchers for services or 
supplies upon personal request or by direction over the telephone. I always 
insisted that the written authority should be in my hands before making payment. 
One instance in regard to this may be sufficient. Mr. J. Holt Livingston pre- 
sented vouchers for payment, one afternoon, amounting to several hundred dol- 
lars for postal furniture. I courteously informed him the allowance for the same 
nad not yet been received. He said he was just down from the office of the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General and that orders had been given for the issuance of 
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the allowance. I replied that I would make payment immediately iii>on its receipt. 
He requested the use of my desk telephone and called up Mr. Beavers, informing 
him of my refusal to pay. Some private conversation ensued which seemed to* 
show that Mr. Beavers was not in a pleasant frame of mind. Mr. Beavers, he 
informed me, told him to say it was all right and I would receive the allowance 
in the next morning mail. I e^ressed my regrets that I was unable to pay the 
voucher until the allowance had been received. I was informed that it would be 
sent down by private messenger as soon as it was signed by the First Assistant 
Postmaster-Q^neral. I again refused to break a rule I had found from experience 
to be absolutely necessary. 

Mr. Livingston departed quite angry, and some time afterwards returned with 
the allowance properly executed and still damp from the copying press. It was 
for a shipment of furniture, as I remember, to Cuba or Porto Rico. Upon insi)ec- 
tion of the vouchers I noticed no one had certified as to the receipt of the goods 
and called the attention of Mr. Livingstx)n to the omission. He explained it would 
be all right and that he needed the money. I declined to pay unless some respon- 
sible official would acknowledge the receipt of the goods. Whereupon Mr. Living- 
ston became confidential, and told me his company did not have very much capitiJ, 
that work had not yet even begim upon the furniture, but that ** George" had 
agreed to advance him the money in payment. It is needless to add no x>ayinent 
was made, and had not been, as I remember, at the time of my removal from 
office. 

Some unpleasant occurrences from time to time caused me to be designated as 
an '• obstacle " by First Assistant Postmaster-General Perry S. Heath. Payments 
Were authorized to Mr. Livingston amounting to about $3,500, as follows: First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, Salary and Allowance Division, A. G.. May 5, June 
3. and June 19, 1899. That of June 19 was for $1,723, for Porto Rico, and was 
rendered in a lump sum. An intimate friend of Mr. Heath's, Mr. M. D. Holm, 
was the vice-president of the company. It is stated the company shipi)ed $8,000 
to $10,000 worth of supplies to Cuoa on the order of Messrs. Rathbone and Neely 
and fitted up the American Post-Office at the Paris Exposition. Mr. Livingston 
was also in charge of the Washington Office of the Keyless Lock Comi)any. 

Extensive purchases of furniture for Porto Rico, amounting to over $1,300 and 
involving some washstands at very high prices, were purchased by order of the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, Salary and Allowance Division, A. G., April 
25 and May 22, 1899, from George W. Cobb, jr., 72 Nassau street. New York City. 

We will now pass to some evidence of favoritism in appointments. Mr. Oliver 
H. Smith, of Muncie, Ind., was an intimate friend and associate of Mr. Perry S. 
Heath and it Wr^s necessary to do something for him. The First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, Salary and Allowance Division, A. G., November 20, 1897, 
wrote as follows to the Washington office: '* I have this day allowed you $600 per 
annum to provide for the appointment of Oliver H. Smith as a laborer, at the sev- 
eral stations connect3d with your office. Mr. Smith will act in a dual capacity, 
serving both clerks and carriers. The Free-Delivery Division will also make an 
allowance of $2 i)er day to cover car fares and incidental expenses for Mr. Smith, 
who is, I believe, to report to you on the morning of the 23d instant. This is 
the gentleman whose appointment has been frequently recommended by you." 
This last sentence was a piece of pleasantry on the part of Mr. Heath and an evi- 
dence of his dry humor. He used the expression ' ' at your request " or * ' in accord- 
ance with your recommendation" in connection with many appointments 
concerning which the postmaster was entirely ignorant, and for whose services, 
if he received them at all, he had no use or need. December 15, 1897, Free-Delivery 
Service, ••F-4270-L," General Heath wrote: **Mr. Oliver H. Smith has been 
detailed to assist in repairing, painting, and erecting street letter boxes. He will 
be paid through your office at the rate of $2 per day for every working day, com- 
mencing November 23. " 

It will be noticed that Mr. Smith's pay as a mechanic on street letter boxes was 
dated back to include also the date of his reporting for duty as a laborer at the 
stations. The regularity of the above authorization is open to question. In the 
first, he is appointed a laborer and paid from the allowance for " clerk hire," a 
fund under the Salary and Allowance Division; in the second, he is paid as a per 
diem mechanic from the allowance for repairing street letter boxes, a fund under the 
Free-Delivery System, another branch of the First Assistant's office, and audited 
by different clerks in the Treasury Department. A person faithfully performing 
the duties of the one, would be unable to devote full time to the other. As a mat- 
ter of fact, Mr. S nith did very little of either, si)ending most of his time reading 
newspapers in the office of the postmaster and assistant postmaster, varying the 
same by calls upon his friends in the office of the First Assistant. 
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Dnring the summer of 1898 Mr. Smith was in service at Camp Alger, Va., in 
connection with the military postal service. August 10, 1898, he rendered, under 
oath, the following statement as a '' true and accurate account," which was paid 
by order of General Heath, August 8, 1898, '' A. W.," Salary and Allowance Divi- 
sion, from appropriation for military postal service: ' * Necessary expenses incurred 
during July, 1898, for car fare, wagon hire, and meals in connection with handling 
military mail at Falls Church, $15.60." September 8, 1898, he was paid under 
oath the following account, authorized '* A. G.," September 3, 1898, Salary and 
Allowance Division, from appropriation for military postal service: ** Transporta- 
tion, meals, and handling nulitary mail at Camp Alger Postal Station for the 
month of August, 1898, $12." Mr. Smith was also paid under oath the following 
account, authorized **A. W.," October 4, 1898, Salary and Allowance Division: 
*' To expenses for street-car fares for quarter ending September 30, 1898, $22.50." 
This allowance was in continuance of that of March 11, 1898. Most of this time 
was spent at Camp Alger, as shown above. 

WMle as above engaged it is difficult to see how his -per diem expenses as a 
mechanic repairing street letter boxes was earned, yet i)a3rment was toected by 
Gteneral Heath, '*P— 2636— L," October 8, 1898, Free-Delivery System, as follows: 
** This will be your authority to pay O. H. Smith, $158 for painting, repairing, and 
erecting street letter boxes during the quarter ended September 30, 1898." Mr. 
Smith was absent in Indiana as '* a worker ' ' for two or three weeks about election 
time; nevertheless he drew his full per diem salary as a mechanic by order of 
General Heath November 29, 1898, **F— 2985— L," Free-Delivery System: 'This 
will be your authority to pay mechanics employed at your office for services during 
the month of November, as follows: Oliver H. Smith, $52, etc. * ' I have gone int6 the 
case of Mr. Smith somewhat in detail. Paid through special allowance made by 
different divisions of the same office, he was compensated at the rate of $1,300 per 
annum without any bother of civil service, his duties were a blind, absolutely 
nominal and unnecessary, he was paid full per diem whether in the city or 
absent. Just before Mr. Merritt's appointment as postmaster this " laborer " and 
"mechanic" was designated Auditor of Stations at $1,700 per annum, another 
excepted position. This position was also entirely nominal. 
The Washington Times. May 30, 1900, thus playfully alludes to him: 
"As long as the Hon. O. H. Smith, of Muncie. enjoys the honors and emolu- 
ments of official title his chiefs in the Post-Office Department can rest easy, for 
Colonel Smith is one of the most accurate forecasters of events that has ever come 
out of the occult land of the Hoosier. Before he came to Washington, Colonel 
Smith had done a thriving business among his i)eople as a fortune teller and clair- 
voyant. It is said that many a time he has gone into a trance at the request of 
the Hon. Perry S. Heath, the Hon. George Washington Cromer, and other emi- 
nent Hoosiers in the Muncie vicinage, and foretold for them great events in their 
lives. The claim is made that none of his forecasts have proved untrue, and it is 
supposed that this marvelous gift was what chiefly recommended him to these 
statesmen for the position in the public service which he now occupies. It is 
understood that be has looked into the future and discovered that there is no 
trouble ahead for his chiefs and has advised them accordingly." 

Upon Smith's promotion he was succeeded in his arduous duties by Mr. Nathan 
H. Baker, another intimate of General Heath's, as follows: First Assistant Post- 
master-General, Salary and Allowance Division, ^A. S.,*' April 28, 1899, appointed 
as a ''laborer," at $700 per annum; also Free-Delivery System, ••F-137-L," as a 
mechanic, repairing street letter boxes, at $2 per day, except Sundays. Mr. Baker 
was afterwards appointed Assistant Superintendent city delivery. 

A case of irregularity in the office of the Superintendent of Free Delivery was the 
detail to his office of a letter carrier, Mr. S. D. Boss, who was carried months 
upon the rolls of the local letter carriers. Many per diem and expense accounts 
in connection with the Free-Delivery System were paid through the Washington 
oflBce. Mrs. Katharine Endsley, said to be a sister of Mrs. Abner McKinley, was 
one of Mr. Machen's assistants. On account of her connection with the royal 
blood, when she visited the city post-office to draw her $7 or $8 per diem, she didn't 
expect to sign pay rolls like others, in the Cashier's office, but the guard was 
paraded; she went to the postm aster's room, and the rolls and her remuneration 
were brought to her with great ceremony. 

Another case of favoritism was that of Mr. J. E. Jones. Mr. Jones was a 
reporter upon one of the Washington daily papers (the Evening Star) whose duties 
took him constantly to the Post-Office Department. He had been shifted there 
from the District building when his course had provoked the resignation of the 
Hon. John W. Ross, as District Commissioner. Mr. Jones was appointed Septem- 
ber 8, 1898, as Physician to the Washington City post-office, at $1,700 per annum 
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from September 6, 1898, for a period of ninety days. Such an office was a sine- 
cure and took but little, if any, of his time seriously. December 21, 1898, by order 
of the First Assistant Postmaster-Gteneral, Salary and Allowance Division, the 
appointment was continued until further orders. I have been told he was also in 
receipt of a salary of $1,800 from the Post-Office Department, but never gave 
it any credence. An uncle of his, I believe, a Mr. Williams, he caused to be 
appointed as a laborer in the Washington office. 

That Mr. Jones was upon most intimate terms with the Department may be 
gleaned from the society notes of the Washington Post, February 3. 1900: 

'* A complimentary farewell dinner was given last night by Dr. J. E. Jones, of 
1618 T street, NW., to Mr. George W. Beavers of the Post-Office Department. 
Mr. Beavers sails on Wednesday next for Paris, where he takes charge of the 
United States postal exhibit at the Paris Exposition. After dinner there was 
speech-making, although everything was of an informal character. The Post- 
master-General made a witty speech on the departure of Mr. Beavers. Mr. 
Perry S. Heath, First Assistant Postmaster-General, also spoke, and referred in 
complimentary terms to the valuable assistance Mr. Beavers rendered him. 

*' Other speeches during the evening were made by Commissioner of Pensions 
H. Clay Evans, Assistant Attoraey-Gteneral Barrett, of the Post-Office Department; 
Representatives Sherman and Lybrand, Mr. Beavers, and Doctor Jones. Those 
present included Postmaster-General Charles Emory Smith, First Assistant Post- 
master-General Perry S. Heath, Commissioner H. Clay Evans, of the Pension 
Office, Postmaster Mendtt, of this city, Harrison J. Barrett, Assistant Attorney- 
General for the Post-Office Department, Representatives Lybrand, of Ohio, and 
Sherman, of New York, and Mr. George M. Allen, Chief Clerk of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General . 

A clerk in my office, Mr. Charles W. McWhorter, informed me that an employee 
in the mailing division, whose name he gave at the time, had told him he had been 
approached by another employee, recently transferred to the office, who had stated 
he had been authorized to pick out seven men in the Mailing Division for promo- 
tion July 1, 1899, provided those promoted would divide with high officials in the 
Post-Office Department. I paid but little attention to this charge at the time as 
it required coilfidential relations with too many i)ersons. save to make a note of it, 
but the recent charges with regard to a promotion syndicate in the New York Post- 
Office and elsewhere causes me to refer to the same. 

It was a well-known fact at the time, when Mr. Perry S. Heath, bought into the 

Seventh National Bank of New York City and was elected a director of the same 

that he caused the postal funds which, from 1889 till early in 1899 had been 

deposited with the Chase National Bank, amounting to a daily balance of from 

• $60,000 to $200,000 to be transferred to his own bank. 

On account of the intimate relations between the Department and the Washing- 
ton Office, verbal directions often accompanied the written and were more inter- 
esting, for example: The postmaster one day brought me an allowance of the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, Salaries and Allowances Division. July 27, 
1898, appointing Emma Janes and Fannie R. Winens as cleaners or charwomen 
for the period of one year from July 1, 1898, at $600 per annum. Handing me the 
allowance he stated it was the order of the Department that the names of the 
women should not appear upon any pay rolls. They must be paid upon individual 
vouchers and I must so arrange for payments that the parties designated should 
not know that the other was in receipt of any money or had any connection with 
the office. He also stated that neither of them was expected to report for any 
duty. 

Some time afterwards, when, owing to the absence of both the Postmaster and 
his Assistant, I was acting Postmaster, Mrs. Janes appeared and demanded the 
first payment of her salary. I informed her she would have to obtain a certifi- 
cate with regard to the date of commencing service from the Superintendent to 
whom she was assigned. She replied her duties were of a confidential nature 
and that she had not been assigned to any division. I then told her she would 
have to await the return of the Postmaster. She insisted that I, as acting Post- 
master, should certify to myself, as Cashier, that she began service upon a day 
she mentioned. This I refused to do. She asked me if a certificate from Mr. 
Heath or Mr. Beavers would answer. I said it would. She soon afterwards 
returned with a direction from Mr. Beavers directing her payment from a date 
specified. 

This complimentary roll was added to as follows, by direction of the First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General: Salary and Allowance Division: September 6, 1898, Fan- 
nie Jeffrey; September 7. 1898, Laura E. Nevitt; December 1, 1898, Margaret S. 



Digitized by 



Google 



INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEPT. 231 

Burke: January 9, 1899. Kate S. Whiteside and Lizzie Crothers; January 12, 1899, 
W. A. Slenker; January 25, 1899, Frances Daly; March 16, 1899, Helen Fenton. 
For fear of doing injustice to a worthy woman, there was one of the above, whose 
name has escaped me. who actually did the work of her position. Laura E. Nevitt 
was a daughter of Doctor Glavis, who for some years represented the Hamburg- 
American Steamship Line at Washington, and who is said to have arranged a 
pleasant passage to Europe for General Heath and his family. Her brother, 
GJeorge O. Glavis, jr., was also appointed by General Heath as a Clerk in the 
Washington office. General Heath requested special treatment for him in the 
registry division, allowing him to select hours best suited to his convenience, and 
then promoted him, August 1, 1898. to $1,200 per annum. October 2, 1898, he was 
transferred to the New York post-office. 

Gilmer Colson was appointed December 6, 1898, as a Laborer. He was sup- 
posed to be employed in the Department. Mr. Joseph B. Forker was supposed to 
have been transferred from the Department; he was appointed as a Finance Clerk at 
$1,600 per annum, but never performed any such duties. His appointment was 
over the heads of, and without reference to, old and experienced clerks who had 
served for years. 

With but one or two exceptions the appointments as Cleaners, Charwomen, 
Laborers, etc., were evasions of the Civil Service, and the parties did not perform 
the duties implied in their official designation, often no service whatever. Instead 
of being paid upon regular pay rolls like other employees they were paid upon 
sei>arate vouchers as a miscellaneous expense of the office, contrary to section 3682, 
Revised Statutes, and the still more explicit act of August 5, 1882, section 422, 
Stat., 255. 

Transfers were made by the First Assistant Postmaster-General from outside 
offices without any request or demand from the local Postmaster. As such might 
be mentioned, April 19, 1899, Elsie J. Anderson. $600, from Sisterville post-office, 
W. Va.; May 27, 1899, William Bonar, $600, from Nyack, N. Y.; March 10, 1899, 
Percival Marshall, $600, from Columbia, Tenn.; D. G. Miller, $900, from Win- 
chester, Va. The Postmaster was directed by General Heath to consult with Mr. 
Miller and arrange hours which would be satisfactory to him. 

It was obviously the intent of Congress in the Classification Act of March 2, 1889, 
25 Statutes, 841, that certain positions as therein classified should receive compen- 
sation within the limits therein stated for the services implied in the given desig- 
nations. This act was ignored by the office of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
(Jeneral. The salary was given, and the designation was made to fit it, irrespective 
of duties performed. 

Especially was this true of sundry persons designated Finance Clerks. Auditors, 
etc.. and paid from $1,600 to $1,700 each per annum, who by no accident handled 
public funds or postal accounts, and were paid illegally from $200 to $300 each 
per annum over and above the duties of their lawful positions. Among such could 
be mentioned: L. F. Bergman, Assistant to Superintendent City Delivery, paid 
$1,700 as Finance Clerk from October 26. 1899; Joseph B. Forker. Clerk, paid $1,600 
as Finance Clerk from November 29, 1898; Benjamin Parkhurst, Assistant to Super- 
intendent of Mails, paid $1,700 as Finance Clerk; W. A. Ridgely, Assistant to Super- 
intendent of City Delivery, paid as Finance Clerk; R. L. Smallwood. Assistant to 
Superintendent of Mails, paid as Finance Clerk; Oliver N. Smith, paid $1,700 as 
Auditor of Stations from April 1, 1899. Most of these were worthy men and 
deserved good compensation, nevertheless the method was irregular and illegal. 
The question of mails for the troops, at the commencement of the Spanish War 
was an urgent one, and the happy and possible solution of it by making military 
camps stations of neighboring post-offices deserves full commendation. After- 
wards Porto Rico was made a stetion of the Washington office; Cuba a station of 
New York City; the Philippines a station of San Francisco: and a portion of the 
*' War Fund ' ' was set aside, I believe, for the Military Postal Service. Great oppor- 
tunies were thus presented for favoritism and irregularities. The men appointed, 
with few exceptions, were ignorant of general postal affairs, regulations, or accounts. 
Matters, especially in the money-order business, became quickly confused, throw- 
ing extra work and care upon the responsible officers in this country, and requir- 
ing in some instances, I believe, the services and expenses of experts. 

One example may be sufficient: Mr. J. W. Whitney, said to be the father-in- 
law of Mr. Harrison J. Barrett, late Assistant Attoi ney-General for the Post- 
OflSce Department, was appointed as Postmaster of one of the principal cities of 
Porto Rico. He was supplied by the Washington office with about $2,500 in post- 
age stamps, money, and supplies. Reaching New York, the fascination of a great 
city proved too much for him. After the transport had sailed, carrying aU his 
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goods, he rushed upon the pier in a very disordered state. He was placed upon 
the following transport and finally reached the seat of his duties. His office was 
left largely to the care of native clerks. When he was called down sharply by 
the Washington office with reference to irregularities in his money-order account, 
he wrote back: " Perhaps if you knew who my influence is, you would not write 
me in such a manner." 

Upon his failure to remit sufficient postal funds, I refused to supply x>ostage 
stamps, etc., in excess of his bond. He was reduced to purchasing them in small 
quantities from neighboring offices to the great inconvenience of the patrons of 
his office. Thereupon the Washington office was notified by the office of the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General that his bond had been doubled, and was directed to 
ship Mr. Whitney immediately a new supply. His postal account became so con- 
fused and full of errors, I refused to pay him his salary, in order to make good as 
far as possible. He surprised me one day by calling and demanding his back pay. 
This was refused until his account had been audited. He replied, ** Very weU, at 
your convenience, I have just been appointed to a $1 ,400 position in the Land Office. ' ' 

The career of Sherman P. Bristow at San Juan is well known to many postal 
officials. He was a small edition of Messrs. Rathbone and Neely. 

At the time of my removal most of the offices in Porto Rico were in arrears, 
some of them for a considerable amount, and the accounts very much confused. 
The records of the Department should show whether these balances were col- 
lected in full or not, and if not, may it not be asked why the Department did not 
proceed against the parties in arrears upon their bonds, paid for, contrary to cus- 
tom, by the Government itself by order of the First Assistant? 

The Washington Post, in an article in its issue of May 21, 1900, is quoted as 
follows: 

" The statements recently heard in certain circles contrasting the character and 
efficiency of the postal service in Porto Rico with that in Cuba, where great frauds 
have been disclosed, has been followed by persistent counter rumors from several 
different sources that everything is not as it should be. An instance, cited on 
apparently good authority, is of an alleged shortage of $3,300 on the part of a postal 
official who went from this city to Porto Rico. An accounting was demanded, 
but was delayed for weeks and weeks, and finally a bonding company, which has 
nearly all the business of the Post-Office Department in the islands of the West 
Indies, was requested to settle. Numerous conferences followed, but the upshot 
of it all was that the bonding company did not make good the deficit. Finally the 
matter was temporarily settled by certain private parties making a small part pay- 
ment to the Post-Office Department. The remaining deficit, said to be $8,000, is 
carried on the books. ' ' 

Much has been said by ex-Postmaster-General Smith, ex-First Assistant Post- 
master-General Perry S. Heath, and ComptaroUer Tracewell, in public interviews, 
about the exigencies of the Military Postal Service, the doubt as to which postal 
account some items should be charged being the only point at issue. Edward S. 
Allen, an expert mechanic to repair canceling machines in the United States po st- 
offices, was appointed March 15, 1899, at $1,400. and charged to the Military Postal 
Service; H. A. Cummings, appointed at $900 August 22, 1898, promoted to $1,000 
January 1. 1899. D. M. Monroe, appointed April 1, 1899, and Frank Z. Murray, 
appointed September 21, 1898, at $1,000, saw no other military service save in the 
Salary and Allowance Division. 

The Washington office allowance for clerk hire having become a little toi)-heavy, 
a cut was made as follows: First Assistant Postmaster-General, Salary and Allow- 
ance Division, "A. S.," January 3, 1899, *' From January 1, 1899, the last 20 regu- 
lar clerks appointed in your office will be paid from the military appropriation. 
You are requested to forward a report on Form A-45, showing the names of the 
20 clerks, in order that the same may be temporarily dropped from your regular 
clerk-hire roll." Thus 20 persons were added to the Army in the field, irresi)ec- 
tive of their duties at home or that several of them were women. 

But did these exigencies, however, require the i)ersonal investigation of so many 
Indiana, Ohio, and other politicians and friends of officials? Free trips to Porto 
Rico, Cuba, and return became the fashion. All exi)enses were paid from the 
time of leaving home, Pullman, hotels, etc., then a pleasant voyage upon a trans- 
port, a trip around one or more of the islands, exi)enses to Washington, and hotel 
bills there, \yhile friends and officials were informed of their observations: then 
Pullman and passage home. This was a ** prettv good thing" in itself, but the 
generous office of the First Assistant not only paid all expenses, but a good salary 
as well during the period of investigation, the salary sometimes lasting for weeks 
and months after the return of the recipient, while no i>ossible service was being 
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rendered. All this was charged to the military i)08tal service, a fund to be used 
for those accompanying the armies in the field. 

A few instances may be mentioned: William T. Clark, appointed September 10, 
1898, at $1,400 and expenses, paid to December 21, 1898; Frank J. Claypool, 
appointed September 9, 1898, paid salary and expenses to November 10, 1898, 
$848.74; Oscar Durante, api)ointed September 8, 1898, at $1,400 and expenses, paid 
until April 30, 1899, no service known from January 1, 1899; A. A. HiU, appointed 
September 12. 1898, paid salary and expenses to October, 28, 1898, $163.78; Win- 
field Scott Lamer, appointed August 29, 1898, at $1,200, and afterwards increased 
to $1 ,400 and expenses, paid to November l"), 1898; and Neal P. Loveland, appointed 
October 11. 1898, at $1,600 and expenses, paid to January 31, 1899. 

I trust instances enough have been given to make good my charges that *' the 
whole tendency of the Post-Office Department is to convert the local office into a 
mere bureau of the Department, disburse its funds, and appoint and promote its 
employees." So strict is legislation covering the Department itself that irregu- 
larities are more difficult; but with a complaisant Postmaster and Cashier, and 
more especially at Washington, where personal directions without record can 
take the place of written, everything is simplified, and one official of the Depart- 
ment need not know what another is doing. 

** With regard to appointments or promotions of i)ersonal and political friends 
or the transfer of the same to Washington from some obscure office just placed 
among the classified, all that is required is the action of the First Assistant Post- 
master-General's office. Salary and Allowance Division. It finds the money, desig- 
nates the appointment or promotion or transfer, and the local x>ostmaster keeps 
on adding additional employees as directed, whether their services are required or 
not, while other offices badly in need have to go without. 

" The Civil Service can always be got around when necessary, as seen in the 
appointment of cleaners,charwomen, laborers, financial clerks, auditors, mechanics, 
and other excepted persons, irresi)ective of the duties performed or whether any 
duties are performed. The same is also true with regard to the purchase of sup- 
plies and traveling expenses of Departmental officials. The local office can be 
made to pay the freight, and disinterested officials of the Department remain in 
ignorance." 

It is needless to state the Postmaster, Assistant Postmaster, and myself held many 
anxious conferences over the cotprse of events, and the pressure put upon the office 
by Dejjartment officials. We never expected the accounts would he ultimately 
passed in full, and our policy was to require each specific order in writing from the 
Department under all circumstances. Should the United States ever sue the post- 
master on his official bond to clear the record, we desired to have a full defense. 
I was not altogether unprepared, then, when during the latter part of April, 1899, 
Mr. Thomas W. Gilmer, the expert accountant of the Comptroller of the Treas- 
ury, called ui)on me and demanded an explanation of certain payments during 
the quarter ended September 30, 1898. At his request I accompanied him to the 
Treasury Department when he put me through a rigid examination. This account 
had previously been audited and passed by the Auditor for the Post-Office Depart- 
ment. 

I may say in passing, that it is the duty of the Comptroller of the Treasury to 
see that the auditors are efficient and strict, as it is for the auditors to see that the 
disbursing officers are honest and correct. The result of this call of Mr. Gilmer 
was a letter from the Comptroller disallowing, as I remember, between $30,000 
and $40,000 for the quarter in question, known as revision No. 2824, '* T. W. G.." 
April 28. 1898. At the time of its receipt the Postmaster was out of the city rest- 
uig over Sunday at the Woodmont Club. His health was very poor, and both the 
assistant postmaster and myself believed it best not to worry him about the letter 
at the time or compel his return before he intended. The receipt of the letter was 
iDMnediately acknowledged and certain action therein requested taken in order to 
preserve the legal rights of the Postmaster. 

Upon his return, two or three days later, a full report was made of our action. 
He was very much worried about it and said he had strict orders from General 
Heath to bring all papers received from the Comptroller immediately to him, and 
™t his office would dictate all replies. The action had come sooner than expected, 
funeral Heath had become aware of the contemplated investigation by being 
gifonned of the withdrawal of the account from the office of the Auditor for the 
Post-Office Department. Upon the return of the Postmaster from a visit t6 the 
office of the First Assistant he reported that the officials involved were very angry 
^th all of us; with the Assistant Postmaster and myself for acknowledging the 
'^^c^ipt of the letter or taking any action with reference to the same, charging us 
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with having secretly acted in collusion with the Comptroller and his expert; and 
also with himself, the Postmaster, charging him with running away to avoid the 
issue and throwing the responsibility on his subordinates. It is but just to the 
Postmaster to state the official mail had not been opened at the time he left on an 
early train. 

Answers to certain portions of the letter of the Comptroller were prepared by 
the different officials involved in the office of the First Assistant, and the Post- 
master requested me to prepare complete answers for the typewriter. I did as 
directed, disclaiming all responsibility, and telling the Postmaster the answers 
were incomplete, evasive, and in certain cases untrue. The completed answers, 
having been approved by the office of the First Assistant, was, after considerable 
delay, dispatched. The receipt of this letter from the Comptroller brought about 
a crisis. 

The position of the Cashier was rendered still more difficult; payments were 
falling due daily which had been declared illegal, and irregular by the Comptroller. 
This was especially true with regard to certain pay rolls. May 9, 1899, 1 received 
the following command from the Postmaster: " You are directed to continue to 
pay in accordance with letter of authority received from the Department making 
appointments thereto, such persons as are borne on our civil rolls, it being the pur- 
pose of the Department to have such payments of salary made on the days when 
they fall due, without delay, and you will not take action to the contrary unless 
directed to do so by me." 

Meanwhile the correspondence continued with Mr. Tracewell, of Indiana, the 
Comptroller; and I was informed he was visited by General Heath, of Indiana; 
Mr. Beavers, Mr. Machen, Deputy Auditor Larshe, of Indiana, and others; also, 
I believe, by Congressman Landis, of Indiana. These gentleipen called singly and 
collectively. 

The office of the Comptroller of the Treasury is unique. He is all powerful 
within his jurisdiction. It is almost impossible to remove him for doing his duty 
as he sees it. Enough irregularities have been presented to him to warrant his 
continuing his investigation into the quarters ending December 31 , 1898, March 
31, 1899, and June 30, 1899, to ascertain the continuance or extent of these same 
irregularities. It was for just" such a crisis his office was created and safe-guarded. 
Some time later I called upon him and informed him I had been removed from my 
position as cashier for supposed assistance given his own expert during the 
investigation. What was the result? He directed his experts as follows some 
time later: 

Treasury Department, 
Office op Comptroller of Treasury, 

Washington, D, C, Septeniber 19, 1899. 
Mr. Gilmer: You may take up for examination any postmaster's account for 
fiscal year 1899 except New York City and Washington, D. C. 

R. J. Tracewell, Comptroller. 



Mr. Clemente: In accordance with the above you will permit Mr. Gilmer to 
look at accounts in your division with the exception noted. Requests for removal 
of accounts from the bureau should have the approval of the Auditor or the Act- 
ing Auditor. 

Respectfully, A. L. Lawshe, Acting Auditor. 

In an interview rei)orted in the Evening Star May 27, 1900, Mr. Tracewell said: 

**A considerable amount of the irregular accounts should not, by a strict con- 
struction of the law, have been allowed. I stated squarely at the time that I 
would pass those accounts only on condition that similar practices should not be 
repeated." 

In an interview reported in the Washington Post May 3, 1903, Mr. Tracewell is 
quoted as saying: 

*' I will reiterate what I stated last evening, that Mr. Gilmer was a very efficient 
expert accountant and his work was very satisfactory. In fact, he accomplished 
generally about a third more than any other clerk in my office. No written 
charges or complaints were ever filed against Mr. Gilmer and none is on file. 
Mr. Perry Heath, who visited me regarding Mr. Gilmer, was unwilling to file 
any written charges. I confess I was surprised to hear from Mr. Heath and the 
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other gentlemen mentioned yesterday the statements that Mr. Gilmer was annoy- 
ing in the ways he asked for pai)ers effecting Government accounts. His conduct 
in my office has always been exemplary." 

And yet under all these conditions Mr. Trace well admits he permitted the removal 
of Mr. Gilmer upon the verbal complaint of Perry S. Heath. First Assistant Post- 
master-General, the actions of whose office were then under investigation as a 
result of the insi)ection of the accounts of the Washington City post-office; mean- 
while he having given written orders himself to Mr. Gilmer, as acknowledged also 
by the Acting Auditor for the Post-Office Department, Mr. Lawshe, prohibiting the 
examination of the accounts of New York and Washington post-offices, the two 
post-offices having Cuba and Porto Rico as substations. 

Was ever a greater opportunity lost? Would not a courageous official appealed 
to the SecretwT^ of the Treasury or, even still higher, to the President of the 
United States or the people thereof through the public press before he would 
consent, permit, or allow the removal of the most efficient clerk he had in his office 
for doing his duty? Had he done so and made all the more zealous investigation 
of irregularities in high places, the Cuban scandals would never have become so 
effective, and your administration of the Post-Office Depaiiment, as well as the 
Administration of President Roosevelt, one of our most honest and fearless Presi- 
dents, would have been saved many unpleasant moments, the end of which is not 
yet in sight, if the people should become convinced that the present investigation 
of the affairs of the Post-Office Department is insincere. It was for just such an 
emergency that the office of the Comptroller was created and guarded. 

It may be questioned whether Mr. Gilmer was actually removed. The night of 
September 20, 1899, he called at my house, stating his turn had come at last, as 
he and his family had all along feared. He said he had been notified by Comp- 
troller Tracewell that his removal had been requested by Acting Secretary Van- 
derlip on the charge that he had walked into Deputy Auditor Lawshe 's office with 
his hat on. I was of course indignant at this new manifestation of the corrupt 
use of power by those in high positions. The next day I called upon Comptroller 
Tracewell and Acting Secretary Vanderlip and put in an earnest plea for Mr. 
Gilmer, stating what I knew about his efficiency and correcting some misappre- 
hensions with regard to his conduct during the investigation. Mr. Gilmer was 
then given a temporary detail of four months in another and distinct division of 
the Treasury Department, and later was advised by Secretary Vanderlip. who 
probably, upon further investigation, felt he had been imposed upon, to apply for 
a permanent detail at a reduced salary to the position he was then occupying. 

With regard to the question of Mr. Gilmer's tact, Harper's Weeklv in its issue 
of May 16, 1903, says: 

" Mr. Tracewell also acknowledges that the expert employed upon the investiga- 
tion was punished by being transferred to another office, which amounted to a 
reduction in grade. The exx)ert, he says, was very efficient, but was not sufficiently 
tactfiU in his methods, and some of the persons investigated complain of his con- 
duct and demeanor as offensive. Curiously enough, the postal officials see nothing 
humorous in these adjectives, 'tactful' and 'offensive.' Their attitude recalls 
the adage that * No rogue e'er felt the halter draw with good opinion of the law.' 
The American people do not want an investigator of frauds to show himself over- 
tactful and inoffensive. ' ' 

What would be thought of a police captain who would '* break " a patrolman 
upon the statement of a midnight burglar whom he was pursuing that the police- 
man was not in full evening dress and was disposed to be rudely violent? 

I have already stated the action of the Comptroller produced a crisis in the 
existing relations between the Post-Office Department and the Washington City 
post-office. The office of the First Assistant felt resentment against the post- 
master for preventing the revision being smothered at the start and still greater 
resentment against the assistant postmaster and myself for supposed complicity 
in it. The postmaster, having been warned officially, could no longer plead igno- 
rance of the law if sued upon his bond. 

About this time the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, as representing 
organized labor, was reported in the daily press as urging the redemption of a 
<iampaign promise to recognize Mr. Edwin C. Madden, of Detroit, Mich., who had 
expected the appointment of Third Assistant Postmaster-General. The Adminis- 
tration had been looking vainly for " something equally good " acceptable to Mr. 
Madden. It was reported he had been offered the Washington office. 

The office of the First Assistant, for good reasons, did not desire the appointment 
of any local citizen, and it was suggested to President McKinley he could make a 
good double play by appointing Mr. John A. Merritt, of Lockport, N. Y., then 
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acting as Third Assistant Postmaster-General and an intimate associate of the 
personnel of the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-Gteneral, to the Washing- 
ton office, and give Mr. Madden the one post he had so long desired. President Mc- 
Kinley acted quickly upon the suggestion in spite of the spirit and letter of his 
party platform adopted during the campaign of 1896, which declared for '* home 
rule '* and that Federal officers should be selected from bona fide residents only, 
and in spite of the fact also that very reputable local men, one especially, an old 
soldier with a fine record, had filed strong indorsements, and tendered the office 
to Mr. Merritt. who accepted. 

Shortly after his selection, almost before it became generally public, he informed 
a gentleman who mentioned me to him, and after my removal repeated the con- 
versati n to me, that *' TuUoch had to go, General Heath insisted upon it, and no 
pressure brought to bear could save him." At the same time he by no sign ^ave 
evidence of his intention toward me, probably fearing an influence which nught 
have been brought to bear which perhaps even he or General Heath would not 
have cared to ignored at that time. Immediately after Mr. Merritt's appointment 
he designated his son, N. Allen Merritt, his private secretary, at a salary of $1,600 
per annum, whom he has recently promoted to be cashier at |2,600 per annum. 
Also his step-son, N. K. Van Alstyne, superintendent of the registry division, at a 
salary of $2,300 per annum. This, together with his own salary of $6,000 per 
annum, makes a total drawn by his household of about $40,000 for services dnrmg 
the past four years from the local postal revenues of this city. 

He has been well paid for removing a cashier who had proved an *' obstacle." 
While Third Assistant Postmaster-General, Mr. Merritt had the above-named 
Mr. Van Alstyne appointed postal agent at San Juan, P. B., at a salary of 
$1,600 -per annum and exx)enses, together with all traveling expenses going to and 
coming from the island. His son, N. Allen Merritt, also noted above, was 
appointed at a salary of $1,000 per ani;ium, together with traveling and all other 
expenses, as a clerk in the post-oflfice at San Juan. He did not serve in Porto Rico 
more than a fortnight, I believe, and it was rumored about the Department at 
the time he cabled, at Government expense, fearing he had yellow fever. *' Papa, 
send a transport quick, I am sick." He returned home as soon as x>ossible and 
was carried on full pay on the military postal roll of the Washington office for 
several months after his return, for which he could render no lawfid service, if he 
rendered any at all, under the terms of the appropriation. 

Ui)on the return of Mr. Van Alstyne from Porto Rico he also was provided 
with a good position in the Post-Oflfice Department. Having shown, as above, Mr. 
Merritt's disiwstion to use public office for his own personal and family ends, he 
was unable to resist political and departmental pressure for the ends of others. 
As a consequence, I believe, the local character of the office is almost entirely 
overlooked, together with its economical administration. It is said numerous 
nonresidents have been appointed or transferred to the Washington office since 
his appointment at salaries in excess of those paid to the oldest local employees 
after years of faithful service. If there is any post-oflfice in this country where 
the postmaster should be a local man of the firmest character, highest standing, 
greatest integrity, absolute fearlessness in the discharge of his duties, and to be 
defended in the proper discharge of the same by the President and Senate and 
against the usurpations, influences, and spiteful punishments of unprincipled post- 
office officials and bureau chiefs when they find they can not use him, it is the 
postmaster at Washington. 

An interview with Mr. Merritt. reported in the Washington Post of May 2, 1903, 
quotes him as saying: 

*' When I came here as postmaster I found Mr. Tulloch serving as cashier. I 
wanted some one I knew personally as cashier, and therefore told Mr. Tulloch his 
services would not be required after a certain date. Nobody dictated that change 
tome." 

This was much more courteous than his interview reported in the Washington 
Times, May 26, 1900, in which he is quoted as saying: 

** About the first thing I did when I was appointed postmaster of Washington 
was to discharge a man named Tulloch from the position of cashier of the office, 
and put in a man I knew. I made no charges against Tulloch. He was not pro- 
tected by the civil-service rules, and I only exercised my privilege in discharging 
him." 

It is said, however, that Mr. Merritt had no personal knowledge of the person 
he appointed as my successor. Had Mr. Merritt simply desired to appoint some 
one he knew, we can imagine how he might have waited a proper time, especially 
until matters were running smoothly under his new api>ointment, and then, sena- 
ing for Mr. Tulloch to come to his private room, say: 
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*' I understand you have been over twenty-one years as cashier of this oflftce and 
that you have been retained during two Democratic Administrations on your record. 
I have no complaint to make either with regard to your work or your politics, but 
you must appreciate the fact I would like to have some one I know personally, or 
to whom I am tmder obligations, to fill your position. I tmderstand you are a 
business man. Look around, as convenient, and find some good berth. When 
you have found it, I will give you a month's leave of absence with pay, and trust 
'we may part in a pleasant and friendly manner." 

The actual facts, however, were as follows: Immediately after Mr. Merritt, 
accompanied by Mr. George W. Beavers, chief salary and allowance division, 
signed for the office and took possession he followed me down to my own room at 
the far end of the corridor and removed me then and there on the spot. Mr. 
Beavers saw that " the goods were delivered " and probably made an early report 
to General Heath. 

I am informed that persons have seen the letter of Mr. Merritt written to you 
in response to your recent request, and it is stated that in it he has made quite an 
attack upon me. In his letter I stand charged with four crimes: 

First. That a fine of one month's pay was deducted from Benjamin Parkehurst 
and not accounted for. I have no personal knowledge of the incident, but pre- 
sume it was one of regular occurrence each month when Mr. Springer, superin- 
tendent of mails, fined delinquent employees in his division, caused them to sign 
in full for the entire amount, and then paid their fines, which he deducted, over 
to the substitutes who acted for the time being in their places. His books should 
show a complete statement of all deductions, as he was, I believe, very particular 
to obtain the receipts from the substitutes in all such cases. The cash room has 
nothing to do with such matters. 

Second. That I went on postmasters' bonds. I am happy to state I was able to 
do so in two instances, for $50,000 each, the first, that of Mr. Frank B. Conger, 
son of Senator Omar D. Conger, of Michigan, chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. Mr. Conger was my father's assistant when he 
was postmaster, and succeeded him in the office. He was a young man at the 
time and compelled to give a big bond. I gladly assisted him in raising it. I 
gave no bond to him as cashier myself. I also went on the bond of Henry Sher- 
wood, a one-legged veteran of the war, who had been for years assistant post- 
master. The appointment to the iwstmastership lay between Mr. Sherwood and 
myself at the time Mr. John W. Ross was appointed District Commissioner. I at 
once waived my chance in favor of Mr. Sherwood, helped him raise his bond, and 
am not ashamed of the fact. 

Third. That I was displeased with Mr. Merritt because he would not accept me 
as a bondsman, or a company in which I was interested. I never proffered myself 
to him as a bondsman and never had the chance. I never was connected with a 
bonding company. 

Fourth. That I refused to settle the accounts of Mr. WiUett unless I was paid 
$500. This is perfectly true. I had just been kicked out. The final account, on 
account of the confusion and shortages in Porto Rico, was, I knew, apt to be a 
very difficult one. I intimated it would take two months' time, and agreed to do 
it at the rate of my old salary for that i)eriod as cashier, Mr. Willett stating he 
beheved he could obtain a si)ecial allowance for the amount from the Department. 
Having been removed, unless I was officially recognized I had no right to enter 
the cash room or its vaults or to consult any of the official orders connected with 
a proper settlement. I preferred to spend the time otherwise, at the seashore with 
my family, and I was badly in need of a rest after the hardest year I had ever 
spent in ttie office. 

Last night's Evening Star, May 14, 1903, states as follows: 

" Postmaster Merritt is said to have stated in his letter to Mr. Payne that one 
of the first things he did after deciding to accept the post-office was to look up 
the question of Mr. TuUoch's staying. Mr. Merritt states that he was approached 
by a close friend of Mr. TuUoch's with the suggestion that Tulloch go on his 
bond. He had declined this offer. Then Mr. Merritt says that he investigated 
Mr. TuUoch's fitness for the position, and this investigation led him to believe that 
Mr. TuUoch was not the proper man to remain as cashier. Mr. Merritt, it is 
said, gives his reason for this belief on his part." 

I am not altogether surprised to note this feeling manifested by Mr. Merritt. 
He either was duped by his associates in complying with their request for my 
removal or he did it deliberately, with fuU knowledge of the facts. He appears 
to wish it to be understood to be the latter case. His personal attacks upon 
myself are entirely natural under the circumstances and to be expected. It is not 
tmnsnal in an investigation of the abuse of public office by national or municipal 
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officials that the only persons convicted in the end are the witnesses who have had 
the andacity to appear on behalf of the people. 

When Mr. Merritt followed me to my room and removed me on the spot I 
requested him to notify me with regard to his action in writing, which he prom- 
ised to do the next morning. On account of the alleged assertions of Mr. Merritt 
as given in the press, it may be interesting and appropriate to give his statements 
at that time: 

Washington, D. C, July i, 1899, 
Seymour W. Tulloch, Cashier, etc. 

Sir: Deeming it for the best interests of my administration as postmaster at 
Washington, D. C. , that there should be a change in the position of cashier, I 
have to inform you that you are hereby removed. 
Very respectfully, 

(Signed) John A. Merritt, Postmaster. 



Washington, D. C, July l, 1899, 
Hon. John A. Merritt, PostTiiaster, etc. 

Sir: I have to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of this date, removing me 
from the position of cashier of the Washington City post-office. As this comes 
immediately ui)on the assumption of your position, and as I have occupied my 
position for almost twenty-one years without the loss of a single penny in the 
millions disbursed, and with a record, I believe, to be proud of with the account- 
ing officers of the Treasury, may I ask you if your very summary action is based 
upon any political reasons, or charges affecting my integrity, or my administration 
of the affairs of my office? An early answer will oblige. 
Very respectfully, 

(Signed) Seymour W. Tulloch. Cashier. 



Washington, D. C, July i, 1899. 
Mr. Seymour W. Tulloch. 

Sir: Replying to your favor of this date asking if your removal as cashier of 
the Washington, D. C, post-office was on account of being "based ujwn any 
political reasons, or charges affecting my integrity, or my administration of the 
affairs of my office," I beg to advise you that it was not. I also beg to advise you 
that my reasons for your removal are quite fully stated in my letter of this 
morning. 

Very respectfully, John A. Merritt, Postmaster. 



Washington, D. C, July 22, 1899. 
Hon. L. E. McComas, William sport, Md. 

Sir: I am in receipt of your favor of the 19th instant, relative to the position of 
cashier in this office, and which place has heretofore been filled by Mr. Seymour W. 
Tulloch for many years. I note all you say with reference to the standing of Mr. 
Tulloch, both intellectually and politically, and I assure you that while I have no 
personal acquaintance with Mr. Tulloch, I am quite sure, from such general infor- 
mation as I have regarding him, that he merits all you say. 

******* 

I assure you that as regards ** it might be somebody in the office has been bear- 
ing false witness," there is nothing in this. * * * 
Very respectfully, 

John A. Merritt, Postmaster, 

Which Postmaster Merritt are we to believe? 

It is said persons live and die within the roar of Nia&^ara Falls and yet fail to 
gaze upon its beauty. So the Hon. Charles Emory Smith, ex-Postmaster-G«neraI, 
may be forgotten as a brilliant diplomat and journalist and be remembered as 
the one person in the Post-Office Department who was ignorant of the scandaJs 
connected with his office. The Washington Post, in an editorial printed May, 
1900, says: 

*' The Post, to its sorrow, finds that it was mistaken as to the attitude of the 
Postmaster-General. Its confidence in his willingness to have the light turned 
on was misplaced. This admission is chronicled with regret— deep regret. In 
announcing that the head of the Post-Office Dei)artment invited investigations 
the Post believed it was speaking the simple truth. To be forced to a contrary 
conclusion by developments, or lack of developments, since Saturday last, is any- 
thing but pleasing to the Post. 

" The charges Meeting the Post-Office Department, in its relation to the Wash- 
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ington City post-oflace, were made in good faith. These charges were specific. 
The Post indulged in no sensationalism. It did not call upon Congress to over- 
haul the affairs. It suggested merely that the Postmaster-General look into things. 
Moreover, it gave him the names of witnesses, some of them officials in high stand- 
ing in his own office, who could promptly establish every charge made. These 
charges were neither trivial nor frivolous. They involved irregularities which, 
for one quarter alone, cost the Government thousands of dollars. They involved 
also clear violations of the law in payment of double and triple salaries. And 
one-half of the story has not yet been told. 

* ' The Post is disappointed in Postmaster-General Smith. It confidently believed 
that he would act, and act promptly. It hopes yet that he will reconsider, not 
that scandal may be exploited, but wholly and solely for his own enlightenment. 
A thorough investigation will open his eyes to many things. It may prove unpleas- 
ant for the time being, but it will be very profitable to him and to the Government 
in the end." 

The Chicago Inter Ocean is quoted in the Post of June 1, 1900, as saying: 

"Whatever surprise the postal scandals may have caused in Washington they 
certainly need not have caused any in Chicago. Barely two years have passed 
since indisputable evidence of gross irregularities in the postal inspector's office in 
this city was brought to the Postmaster-General's direct notice. That evidence 
utterly failed to impress Mr. Smith with the propriety of disciplinary action on his 
part. In fact, it actually moved him to deny publicly that it existed. 

"The proof of negligence, incompetence, corruption, and collusion with black- 
mailers was fastened upon a branch of the postal service in this city. It was fastened 
there by special representatives of Mr. Smith's Department and was reported 
to him in full. Yet this eminent reformer remained utterly calm and indifferent. 
He countenanced the abuses in question rather than risk the publicity of remedying 
them. Remembrance of this incident alone, if there were no others, would stUffice 
alone to prepare the ordinary observer of departmental work for looseness and 
corruption in other branches of the postal service. A department that permits 
abuses because it fears the political effect of stopping them can never be more 
than a home of incompetence and a nursery of scandal. It is tmf ortunate that 
the revelations in Cuba and Washington should annoy the President and the 
Republicans in Congress, but it is still more unfortunate that this annoyance did 
not come to a head months ago, and in such a manner as to preclude the possibility 
of Mr. Smith doing further damage to his party and his country." 

It was Charles Emory Smith's own paper. The Philadelphia Press, May 27, 1900, 
which said: *' Falsely claim postal frauds. Democrats mstigate canards about 
the post-office at Washington. Special dispatch to The Press. 

"Washington, May 26. — Another attempt was made this morning to bring dis- 
credit upon the Republican Administration by charging gross irregularities in the 
Washington City post-office. It was published as a broadside in the Washington 
Post, a paper that is understood to be conducted in the interests of the Bryan 
Democracy, and is on a par with that other canard exploited by the same pap>er a 
day or two ago to the effect that great frauds had been discovered in the adminis- 
tration of the customs service in Cuba." 

There are none so blind as those who will not see. Just previous to my removal, 
an inspection of the Washington City post-office was made by the very competent 
inspector in charge, William B. Smith, assisted by a corps of inspectors. Cap- 
tain Smith went over the affairs of the cashier's department most thoroughly, 
going back for a space of four years, and examining carefully each pay roll and 
voucher and the authorizations and allowances for the same. He became aware 
also of the inspection then in progress by the expert from the Comptroller's Office, 
Mr. Gilmer. Captain Smith made careful notes, and being fully informed upon 
all points by myself for my own protection, as I had known him for years and 
esteemed him highly, was able to place before his chief. Fourth Assistant Post- 
master-General Bristow, partial glimpses of the operations of the office of the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General in both the Salary and Allowance and Free- 
Dehvery divisions. This was afterwards supplemented by additional testimony 
given by me at his request after my removal. 

These reports are in the files of the Department and have been. While so 
engaged. Captain Smith received word from an associate of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General that he had better be careful or he might lose his own head. 
I was credibly informed at the time that the matter so prepared, with perhaps 
other evidence, was laid before Postmaster-General Smith by Fourth Assistant 
Bristow, who requested the appointment of a commission to investigate the office 
of the First Assistant Postmaster-General. This was refused by Mr. Smith, who 
looked upon it as another manifestation of the relations existing between Perry S 
Heath and Mr. Bristow. 
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Knowing these facts, I delivered in person the following letter to Postmaster- 
Gfeneral Smith: 

Washington, D. C, July 3, 1899, 
To the Postmaster-General and the postmaster at Washington: 

Mr. Seymour W. Tulloch has been suddenly and unexpectedly displaced as 
cashier in the Washington Post-Office. He and his father, former Postmaster, 
came from New Hampshire and have always been stanch Republicans. 

Mr. Tulloch is an honest, responsible, and capable official of capacity and char- 
acter unimpeachable. I ask for him an impartial examination of his case and his 
merits, and if there is no flaw thtrein, as I am sure there will be none, I request 
that he may be reinstated. 

Very respectfully, Wm. E. Chandler. 

Chairman Committee on Post-Offlces and Post-Roads. 

During my interview with Postmaster-General Smith, Mr. Thomas P. Graham, 
an old official I know intimately, was standing in the window alcove. Mr. Heath 
rushed in and out a number of times, but without speaking. 

I told the Postmaster-General that I didn't come with a tale of woe. I did not 
ask or expect any reinstatement. I was out and knew I could not get back, 
but for his own good I desired to warn him, as one who had served during the 
Star Route investigation and trial, that if he didn't take some action with regard 
to the condition of affairs he knew to be existing in his Department his adminis- 
tration would end under a cloud, if not in disgrace. He said, "Do you think 
so? " I replied. '* Mr. Smith, I know so." 

Mr. Smith asked me then what these conditions were, and I replied: *' Standing 
as a discharged employee, I preferred not to prefer charges, but that all the facte 
had been gathered by his own men and were a part of the files of the office of the 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General." I bade him consult them. He said: "I 
will look into the matter." I then withdrew. The country would regret to take 
him at his published word that he did look into the matter thoroughly and his 
action or nonaction was with the full knowledge and consent of President McKin- 
ley and his Cabinet. 

I have tried to limit myself as far as possible to the affairs of the Washington 
City post-office and the Post-Office Department with which I am personally famil- 
iar. I have tried to avoid scandals and rumors of grosser irregularities for the 
same reason, not that I doubt their truth in many instances. The features I have 
mentioned occurred under my personal observation four years ago. The Com^)- 
troUer states he put his foot down hard to stop many of these irregularities. It is 
to be hoped for the good of the service that the officials in question saw the error of 
their ways and reformed after my removal. With the expiration of the appropri- 
ation for Military Postal Service upon the day I left office a very convenient means 
for conducting irregularities and extravagance ceased. 

It is to be noted, however, according to the daily press, that a recent inspection 
of the Washington Office did not find everything immaculate, and that by your 
own order several cases of favoritism, as evidenced in charwomen doing clerical 
work, were ordered stopped. It is also .well known that the prominent officials 
involved have been forced from their official positions, two of them only recently. 

I have not attempted to give all the evidence in my possession, and do not claim 
to have touched as fully as possible upon many of the features involved; that 
could only be possible by review of payrolls, vouchers, official letters, and reports 
to which I have no access, and the possession of which by private persons is pro- 
hibited by law, making it very difficult for an outsider to prefer or substantiate 
charges against public officials. This is the cause of the apparent failure of many 
charges against corrupt officials; the person prefering the charges from the out- 
side is often denied the use of public records, and then his statements are dismissed 
jEis being too general. I trust I have been, however, sufficiently successful in 
** making good " the charges which appeared in the public press, especially when 
I stated: 

'* In connection with all honest citizens I, of course, take great interest in the 
present efforts of the Post-office Department to investigate itself. I doubt, how- 
ever, if anyone, not even those making the investigation, will ever ascertain or 
realize all the ramifications of a certain coterie of officials, past and present, 
together with political backers and participating friends. Very few "good things' ' 
have lasted longer, been enjoyed with greater effrontery, or been so protected by 
those high in authority and influence." 

Meanwhile, should you desire any further assistance from me in your investi- 
gations of postal affairs, I beg to remain at your service, and 
Very respectfully, 

Seymour W. Tulloch. 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Qeneral, May ^, 1903, to John R. Procter, 
Civil Service Commission, and Mr, Procters reply, May J/., 1903. 

May 2, 1903. 
Hon. John R. Procter, 

President United States Civil Service Commission, 

Washington, D, (7. 
Sir: The Washingtoa Post of May 1, 1903, contained what pur- 
ported to be an interview or statement made by Mr. S. W. Tuiloch, 
formerly cashier of the Washington city post-office, which makes 
statements and charges reflecting upon the integrity, capacity, and 
management of the officials connected with that office, and several 
other public officials whose names are mentioned in the articles. 

Among other things it is stated that the civil service can always be 
gotten around when necessary, as seen in the appointment of cleaners, 
charwomen, laborers, financial clerks, auditors, mechanics, and other 
excepted persons, irrespective of the duties performed or whether any 
duties are performed. 

As I consider this statement, if true, a reflection upon the efficiency 
of the Civil Service Commission, as well as upon the integrity of the 
administration of the Washington City post-office, I would be pleased 
if you would advise me as to the standing of that office in its relations 
with your Commission, the number of persons excepted from the classi- 
fied service employed in the Washington office, and any other facts 
which may have a bearing upon this subject. 

Very respectfully, II. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 



United States Civil Service Commission, 

Washington, D. C, May i, 1903. 
The Postmaster-General. 

Sir: The Commission has the honor to acknowledge the receipt of 
yom* letter of May 2, inviting attention to an article which appeared 
in the Washington Post of Ma}' 1, 1903, which purported to be an 
interview or a statement made b}^ Mr. S. W. Tuiloch, formerly cash- 
ier of the Washington City post-office, containing statements and 
charges reflecting upon officials connected with that post-office and 
other public officials whose names were mentioned. 

Among other things, it is stated that "the civil service can always 
he gotten around when necessary, as seen in the appointment of 
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cleaners, charwomen, laborers, financial clerks, auditors, mechanics, 
and other excepted persons, irrespective of the duties performed or 
whether any duties are performed." You express the opinion that 
this statement, if true, is a reflection upon tlie efficiency of the Civil 
Service Commission as well as upon the integrity of the administra- 
tion of the Washington City post-oflfice, in view of which you ask the 
Commission to advise you " as to the standing of that office in its rela- 
tions with your Commission, the number of persons excepted from the 
classified service employed in the Washington office, and any other 
facts which may have a bearing upon this subject." 

The relations of the Washington post-office with the Commission 
have not varied materially from the official relationship that has 
existed between this office and other large post-offices. About the 
only official business that postmasters have been required to transact 
with this office has been the reporting, on forms prescribed by the 
Commission, of all changes which occur in their respective offices. 
This form of report, so far as it related to the carrier service, was dis- 
continued in June, 1901, and, so far as it related to the clerical and 
other employees, on July 1, 1902, since which dates the changes occur- 
ring in the post-office service have been reported in statements pre- 
pared in the free-delivery and salary and allowance divisions of your 
Department, over the sipiature of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General. 

A careful review of the files for the Washington post-office for the 
past six years shows that there was considerable correspondence 
between the Commission, the postmaster, and the Postmaster-General 
in regard to appointments to positions that were treated as unclassi- 
fied. This correspondence usually started upon receipt of reports 
from the postmaster showing appointments to positions treated as 
unclassified, but without sufficient information in regard to the duties 
performed to enable the Commission to determine whether the posi- 
tions and employments were properly so treated. In some cases a 
report would show on its face that a position had been improperly 
treated as unclassified, or that a person appointed without examina- 
tion to a position designated as laborer had been assigned to classified 
duty, in contravention of the civil-service rules. 

In many cases the correspondence commenced with the postmaster, 
but ended between the Commission and your Department. Letters 
from the postmaster show that many of the appointments that were 
questioned were made by direction of the Department and that 
replies to the Commission's communications were withheld by the 
postmaster until the Department could be consulted. The files for 
the period mentioned, including 1897, do not show that there has 
been friction or disagreement between the postmasters at Washington 
and the Commission. Whatever controversies arose resolved them- 
selves into issues between the Department and the Commission. The 
most important cases of this character were briefed and printed in 
the fifteenth and sixteenth annual reports and are noted here for your 
convenience. 

Washington, D. C, post-office. File 593 S. 

ASSIGNMENT OF LABORERS TO CLASSIFIED DUTY. 

The assignment of persons employed as unclassified laborers in the Washin^n 
post-oflfice to duty on apparently classified work in that post-oflfice, or by detau to 
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the Post-Office Department, occasioned correspondence with the Department and 
the postmaster dnring the period from December, 1897, to Jnly, 1898. 

Some time in December, 1897, the Commission received information that Grace 
H. Semmes, who was appointed to an unclassified laborer position in the Washing- 
ton post-office on November 3, 1897, had been detailed to duty in the Post-Office 
Department, and on December 24 the attention of the Department was called to 
the matter by the Commission. Later, on February 9, 1898, the Commission made 
inquiry concemine the detail of Clara R. Goodwin to the Post-Office Department 
under similar conditions, and again on March 21, 1898, concerning the detail to 
the Dei>artment of Genevieve McNeely. In these inquiries the Department was 
requested to state specifically the duties these employees were required to per- 
form, but it failed to respond, after repeated inquiries, until April 6, 1898, when 
the following communication waa transmitted to the Conmiission: 

** I beg to acknowledge receipt of your letters of the 18th and 2l8t ultimo rela- 
tive to the detail of the following laborers from the Washington City post-office 
to the Post-Office Department, namely, Genevieve McNeely, R. W. D. Dorsey, 
Vjrgie Q. Brown, Grace H. Semmes, and Clara R. Goodwin, and in reply to advise 
you that the said persons are now reassigned to duty in the Washington post-office. ' ' 

This communication was signed by the Acting First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, and while it notified the Commission impliedly that if these details were 
in violation of the civil-service rules the matter had been remedied so far as the 
Department was concerned, yet it failed to give or even refer to the information 
requested by the Commission concerning the duties performed by the employees 
in question. 

The report of changes in the Washington post-office for the month of March, 
1898, seemed to indicate irregularity in the reassignment of these laborers, and on . 
April 19 the Commission communicated with the postmaster, stating that his 
report showed that Fannie R. Wynans. Fannie J. Jeffreys, and Virgie Q. Brown 
were engaged ** in delivery division, preparing slips on the work of the Quadren- 
nial Directory," which the Commission was informed was work of a classified 
character. It added: 

** If the services of additional persons are needed in the preparation of the Quad- 
rennial Directory they should be appointed from the substitute-clerk list, or, if 
there are no substitutes upon such list, by direct appointment from the register of 
eligibles." 

The postmaster failed to reply to this communication, and on May 18 the Com- 
mission wrote to him requesting a reply. In the meantime the Commission 
learned from the report of changes in the post-office that James W. Payne and 
R. W. D. Dorsey were on detailed duty in the Post-Office Department. Inquiry 
was made concerning the matter, the Department having reported on April 6 that 
Mr. Dorsey had been returned to the post-office. This inquiry was repeated on 
May 13, but the Department failed to respond. 

(hi May 18, 1898, the Commission received the following letter from the post- 
master: 

'* In answer to your two letters of the 13th instant, in which you request a reply 
to your communications of April 13 and 19, requesting the status of Genevieve 
McNeely, R. W. D. Dorsey, Virgie (J. Brown, Grace A. Semmes, Clara R. Good- 
win, Fannie R. Winans, and Fannie J. Jeffrey, I have the honor to inform you 
that Fannie R. Winans, Fannie J. Jeffrey, Virgie Q. Brown, and Clara R. Good- 
win are engaged on the work of preparing the quadrennial directory of the Wash- 
ington City post-office. They are cutting and pasting paper. They do not write 
or perform clerical work. Their employment is only temporary and their work 
is nearly completed. 

*' Genevieve McNeely, R. W. D. Dorsey, and Grace H. Semmes were detailed to 
the Post-Office Department by authority of the First Assistant Postmaster General. 

"I have only been enabled to-day to present the subject-matter of your commu- 
nications to the First Assistant Postmaster-General, at whose request my reply to 
you has been withheld until now." 

The reports from the Department and the post-office for June, 1898, showed 
that these persons had finally been dropped from the rolls. 

REMOVAL OF J. G. ELAM. FILE 595 S. 

The rei)ort of changes in the service from the Washington, D. C, post-office for 
the month of March showed the removal of one J. G. £lam by order of the Post- 
master-Gteneral upon charges preferred against him by the postmaster for failure 
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to pay substitute carriers for services performed in his stead. In response to a 
request for further information, the postmaster forwarded on May 28, 1898, copies 
of correspondence between his office and the Department, among which was a 
copy of the Department's order for the removal, dated April 17, 1898, which read 
as follows: 

" The defense of Letter Carrier J. Q-. Elam has been received. Inasmuch as he 
has failed to disprove the charges preferred against him, I have decided to remove 
him from the service. His name has therefore been stricken from the rolls of 
this office, and you are hereby authorized to nominate his successor." 

In explanation of the charge of failure to pay substitute letter carriers for serv- 
ice perfoimed in his stead the postmaster stated that Elam drew his half month's 
pay on the 15th of the month and did not report for duty for two days thereafter, 
claiming that his absence was due to a fall from a carriage, bt^t that it was the 
postmaster's belief that his absence was due partly to other causes, which reflected 
upon his character, conduct, and capacity as a letter carrier, he having been sus- 
pended a short time previous thereto for the same cause. 

In the report of changes in the service for May the postmaster reported Elam 
as reinstated, his reinstatement to date from April 1, *' by order of the Postmaster- 
General." Upon receipt of this report the Commission wrote the Department as 
follows: 

**A report of change in the service has been received from the postmaster at 
Washington, D. C. , which shows the reinstatement of J. G. Elam to the position 
of carrier in that office. It does not appear that any certificate has been issued 
for this reinstatement. The records of this office show that Mr. Elam was 
removed on March 31 upon charges preferred against him by the postmaster of 
• failure to pay substitute carriers for services performed in his stead. It does not 
appear that Mr. Elam is entitled to reinstatement under the rules." 

In its reply, dated June 22, the Department stated: 

'* I beg to inform the Commission that Mr. Elam was not removed; therefore 
he could not have been reinstated. He was simply suspended until the 16th day 
of May. The reports of this office, from which your records should be made up, 
do not show Mr. Elam's removal. Had the postmaster's report for March been 
properly checked with the reports made by this Department, his report would not 
have been approved by your Commission as correct." 

On June 30 the Commission replied to the Department's letter of June 23, 1898, 
as follows: 

" The Commission is in receipt of the Department's letter of June 22, relative to 
the rei)ort received from the postmaster at Washington, D. C, showing the rein- 
statement of J. G. Elam to the position of carrier in that office without certifica- 
tion by this Commission, as required by the civil-service rules. 

"In response you are informed that the postmaster's report of changes in the 
service for the month of April contained a notation showing the removal of J. G. 
Elam 'by order of the Postmaster-General.' The report was returned to the 
postmaster for information respecting the charges filed against Mr. Elam. 
Among the papers submitted by the postmaster in answer to the Commission's 
request was a copy of the Department's letter of April 17, 1898, which reads as 
follows: 

'• ' The defense of letter carrier J. G. Elam has been received. Inasmuch as he 
has failed to disprove the charges preferred against him I have decided to remove 
him from the service. His name has therefore been stricken from the rolls of 
this office, and you are hereby authorized to nominate his successor.' " 

It appears from the postmaster's report that he carried out the Department's 
instructions of April 17, 1898, by removing Mr. Elam, and that he nominated the 
senior substitute for promotion to the regular force, vice Elam, removed. The 
Department's letter of April 17, 1898, followed by the action of the i)ostmaster, 
completed Mr. Elam's removal from the service, and he could, therefore, only 
properly be reinstated under the conditions prescribed by the civil-service rules. 
The Commission must therefore request that the proper steps be taken for the 
reinstatement. 

No reply has been received to this communication, although specific requests for 
a reply were made to the Postmaster-General on July 18 and August 15, 1898. 

The postmaster's report for February, 1899, shows that Mr. Elam was again 
removed on February 15, 1899, by reason of misconduct. 

Washington, D. C, post-office. File 5679 S. 

The report of changes (required by Civil Service Rule XII to be furnished the 
Commission) in the personnel of the force employed in the post-office at Wash- 
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ington, D. C, during the month of December, 1898, showed the appointment of 
Margaret S. Burke and Gilmer Colson as laborers. An order of the President, 
dated June 10, 1896 (now Civil Service Rule XIII), requires that no person 
appointed as a laborer, without examination under the civil service rules, shall be 
assigned to work of the same grade as that performed by classified employees. As 
the report furnished by the postmaster did not state the duties performed by Miss 
Burke and Mr. Colson, the Commission wrote to the postmaster requesting this 
information. Reply was made on March 14, 1899, that these persons "were 
appointed by the authority of the honorable First Assistant Postmaster-General," 
and that " Margaret S. Burke and Gilmer Colson were detailed by the same 
authority for service in the Post-OflBce Department." Upon receipt of this letter 
the Commission wrote to the Postmaster-General requesting the same informa- 
tion it had asked of the postmaster. On March 31 the following reply was 
received from the First Assistant Postmaster-General: 

* • Replying to your favor of the 29th instant, addressed to the Postmaster-General, 
relative to the appointments of Miss Margaret S. Burke, Gilmer Colson, and Caleb 
Cleveland, as laborers in the Washington City post-office, * two of whom,' you 
state, ' Miss Margaret S. Burke and Gilmer Colson, are detailed for service in the 
Post-Office Department,' may I inquire of you the source of your information? 

*' Neither Miss Burke nor Mr. Colson is detailed for service in the Post-Office 
Department, nor is either performing any service therein in any capacity what- 
ever; nor am I able to ascertain that either has been in the Post-Office Department 
on any mission whatever under several months." 

The Commission made reply on April 3, 1899, inclosing a copy of the letter it 
had received from the Washington postmaster, in which was set forth the appoint- 
ments of Miss Burke and Mr. Colson and their detail to the Post-Office Depart- 
ment, and reiterating its request for information concerning the duties of these 
two persons. On April 17 the same request was repeated. The Acting First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, on April 31, made reply as follows: 

** Referring to your letter of the 17th instant, file 5679 R. L., relative to the 
appointments of Miss Margaret S. Burke and Gilmer Colson as laborers in the 
Washington City post-office, I have the honor to advise you that Miss Burke was 
ordered dropped from the rolls of the Washington, D. C, post-office, and that 
Gilmer Colson was temporarily assigned to work as a coal passer in this Depart- 
ment, in exchange for a more experienced man, who was assigned to the new city 
post-office building, pending an appropriation by the Congress of the United States. 

" Mr. Colson performs nothing but ordinary labor." 

Upon inquiry of the x)ostma8ter at Washington, the Commission was informed 
that Miss Burke was separated from the service on April 8, 1899. 

It appears from the records of the Commission that there are three 
positions in the Washington post-office that are treated as excepted 
from the requirements of examination. The designations of these 
positions nnd the names of the persons occupying them are as follows: 

Assistant postmaster, Madison Davis; appointed July 1, 1899. 

Cashier, H. A. Merritt; appointed October 1, 1902. 

Finance clerk, Charles H. Smith; appointed April 1, 1899. 

The records also show the appointments of the following-named 
persons to excepted positions since 1897: 

Cashier, Howard A. Cutler; appointed Julj^ 18, 1899; resigned Sep- 
tember 30, 1902. 

Physician and clerk, Charles H. James, jr.; appointed August 1, 
1899; position abolished November 30, 1902. 

In submitting the list of unclassified employees, the Commission 
has decided to include all appointments made to positions so treated 
since March 1, 1897, irrespective of the present status of the persons 
so reported or of the present roster of employees. The table shows 
that many of the persons thus appointed were subsequently dropped 
from the service. It is believed that some of tliem reentered the serv- 
ice (but not in the Washington post-office unless through examination) 
in positions coming under the Department proper, such as the so- 
called laborer positions and positions in the rural free-delivery serv- 
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ice before that service was classified by Presidential order. Others 
seem to have drifted to smaller post-oflfices, where they were classified 
by the establishment of the free-delivery service, and subsequently 
transferred to other positions. 

Attention is called to what is said under the heading "Appoint- 
ments to post-offices of nonresidents before classification, followed by 
their transfer to classified positions after classification," at page 388 of 
the Fifteenth Report of the Commission in regard to the practice that 
grew up of making appointments in post-offices about to be classified, 
for the purpose of subsequent transfer, in evasion of certain require- 
ments of the civil-service rules. Lists of persons thus appointed and 
transferred will be found commencing at page 511 of the Sixteenth 
Report and page 574 of the Seventeenth Report, under the heading, 
*'Post-Office Department — Transfer to other branches of the service 
of persons appointed in post-offices just prior to classification," com- 
mencing at page 29 J. This discussion closes with an expression of 
gratification over the fact that this method of inducting persons into 
the classified service had practically ceased. 

Further restriction was placed upon such transfers b}'^ the amend- 
ment made to Rule X on December 11, 1901, prohibiting transfers of 
persons who had not actually served for six months in the offices in 
which they became classified, and by an arrangement with your Depart- 
ment in October, 1902, under which it was agreed not to transfer per- 
sons thus brought into the classified service until they had passed the 
examination required for the positions to wliich transfers were made. 

On June 10, 1896, the President issued the following order in regard 
to the appointments and employments of laborers and workmen: 

Hereafter no person who is appointed as a laborer or workman without exam- 
ination nnder the civil-service rules shall be assigned to work of. the same grade 
as that performed by classified employees. 

This order was made a part of civil-service Rule XIII in the amend- 
ments to the rules that were promulgated by the President on May 
29, 1899. 

Before checking the reports of appointments to laborer and other 
similar unclassified positions, the Commission has required some kind 
of a supplementary statement to show that they were made in good 
faith and not in contravention of the order and rule above referred 
to, which prohibit appointments without examination to such posi- 
tions when assignment is to be made to duty performed by classified 
employees. The position of the Commission in such cases is shown 
quite clearly in the attached copy (marked "Exhibit B") of a letter 
to the Washington postmaster, dated April 19, 1898, in regard to the 
cases of Fannie R. Wynans, Fannie J. Jeffrey, and Virgie Q. Bro\Mi. 

In the table submitted there is shown, in the column headed "State- 
ment made by Washington post-office or Post-Office Department upon 
which appointment was treated as unclassified and passed," the infor- 
mation that was furnished the Commission in regard to the duties to 
which the persons were assigned. It was upon information thus fur- 
nished that the Commission permitted the appointments to stand or 
made them the subject of correspondence with the postmaster or the 
Department, with a view to obtaining an understanding in regard to 
their status. The personal integrity or official fidelity of the officers 
who submitted these statements was never questioned. On their face 
they would seem to refute the charge alleged to have been made by 
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Mr. TuUoch that such appointments were passed irrespective of the 
duties performed. But, as stated in its letter of May 1, 1903, in regard 
to the cases of Misses Loud, Bartel, Goodfellow, Paulding, and Jones, 
it would seem that either the Commission was misled in approving the 
appointments of some of these persons to unclassified positions by the 
statements made by the postmasters at Washington or the Depart- 
ment, or that the rule which required all essential changes of duties 
to be reported was not complied with at the time the persons were 
assigned to work of the same grade as that performed by classified 
employees. 

This office is not advised of the hours of duty required of employees 
in the Government service, or *' whether any duties are performed," 
and hence it is not in a position to answer this charge. The matter 
is one which relates to the internal administration of the service and 
is entirely outside the Commission's jurisdiction. 

Cleaners, charwomen, and laborers have always been treated as 
unclassified employees when the statements supplementing the reports 
of appointments indicated that the persons were not employed upon 
classified dut}'^. Janitors in the post-office service were formerly 
treated as unclassified, although under an agreement with your 
Department, made about two years ago, employees performing janitor 
duty are now designated as laborers and treated as unclassified unless 
assigned to classified duty. 

With reference to the charge that "John E. Jones, a newspaper 
reporter, was carried for many months as physician to the Washing- 
ton City post-office at $1,700 a year," the Commission has to state 
that, in response to your Department's request of September 3, 1898, 
it approved — and your Department was so notified in letter of Sep- 
tember 11, 1898 — ^the temporary appointment of Doctor Jones as physi- 
cian at $1,700 per annum for a period not to exceed three months. 
By letter of December 28, 1898, the Commission, in response to your 
request of December 1, 1898, approved an extension (period not indi- 
cated) of this appointment pending consideration of the question of 
the exception of this position. The Commission's authorization of 
this temporary service was based upon representations made, in writ- 
ing, by your Department to the effect that the service was experi- 
mental. In connection with a similar appointment at New York City, 
the Postmaster-General, in a letter dated August 9, 1898, said : 

The position referred to will probably be one of a combined nature, medical 
and clerical, and being purely experimental, I can not at this time inform yon of 
the exact duties or the character of the examination you should direct for same. 
It is the Department's intention, however, to have the appointee devote the major 
I)ortion of his time as a physician, and it is simply desired to test the matter, with 
a view to making similar appointments at the fifteen larger offices, if warranted 
by the results. 

In a letter dated September 3, 1898, advising the Commission of 
Doctor Jones's appointment, the First Assistant Postmaster-General 
said: 

I have this day authorized the postmaster at Washington, D. C, to appoint Dr. 
J. E. Jones as a physician in his office, with a salary at the rate of $1 ,700 per annum. 
* * * This is in line with my request for the temporary appointment of a phy- 
sician in the New York post-ofl&ce. 

The position was excepted from the requirement of examination by 
the amendments made to the rules on May 29, 1899, by section 40 of 
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Rule VI, which authorized the exception of "not exceeding one clerk, 
who shall be regular physician, at each first-class post-office, when 
authorized by the Postmaster-General, to examine applicants for sick 
leave, and also to act as general utility clerk. " Doctor Jones continued 
in the position until August, 1899, when he was succeeded by Charles 
H. James, jr. The position was abolished on November 30, 1902, as 
previously shown in this communication. 

The Commission has no record of appointments of mechanics in the 
Washington post-office since 1897. Perhaps Mr. Tulloch refers to the 
employment, in 1894 and 1895, by the Post-Office Department, of secret 
agents, also called "spotters," "confidential agents," and "mechan- 
ics," who were sent over the country to investigate the carrier service. 
Detailed information in regard to these appointments and employ- 
ments will be found in Senate Report No. 659, Fifty-fifth Congress, 
second session, especially in the testimony of August W. Machen, 
George A. Howard, and W. W. Hill. 

Very respectfully, John R. Procter, 

President. 



Exhibit A. 



Appointments to unclassified positions in the Washington, D. C. , post-office from 
March, 1897, to May 1, 1903. 

[This list does not include special-delivery messengers and superintendents of substations.] 



Name. 



Position. 



Date of ap- 
pointment. 



Statement made by Washington post- 
oflftce or Post-OflOLce Department up- 
on which appointment was treated 
as unclassified and passed. 



Brown, Robt. 



Busman, H.L 

Howard, Emily B. « 

Moodie, Mary P. a 

Anderson, Minna a 

Ramsdell,H.W 

Jones, Geo. W 

Smith, Oliver H 

Sommes, Grace H.a ... 



Laborer - 



-...do. 
....do. 
....do. 
-..do. 
....do. 
....do. 
....do. 
....do. 



Apr. 29,1897 



July 
Aug. 
Oct. 
Oct. 
Nov. 
Nov. 
Nov. 
Nov. 



2,1897 
28,1897 
20,1897 
28,1897 

1,1897 
11,1897 
23,1897 

3,1897 



McNeely , Genevieve « . 

Goodwin, Clara R.a 

Lanahan, Ella F.t» 

Winans, Fannie R.a ... 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



Jeffrey, Fannie L.a . 
Payne, Jas.W 



-do. 
.do. 



Dorsey,R.W.B 

Brown, Virgie W.a . 



-.do 

--do 



Dec. 23,1897 
Jan. 1.1898 
Feb. 10,1898 
Mar. 11,1898 



Mar. 14,1898 
Mar. 26,1898 



Mar. 3,1898 
. — -do 



ones,Emma.a. 



-do. 



Fisher, Geo. L 

Biedel, Clara A.a . 



do 

Clerk, 1900. 



May 6,1898 



May 19,1898 
May 14,1898 



Performs duties of laborer and does 

not handle the mails. 
Passed by " C." No duties stated. 
Irregular. Removed June 30, 1898. 

Do. 
Does not handle any mail. 
Do. 
Do. 
Irregular. Assigned to duty in Post- 
Omce Department. Removed June 
30,1898. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Irregular. Engag 
sion preparing s 
nial Directory. 
Do. 

Irregular. Assigned to duty in Post- 
Office Department. Removed June 
30,1898. 
Do. 
Irregular. Engaged in delivery divi- 
sion preparing slips for the Quadren- 
nial Directory. 
Irregular. Appointed by authority of 
honorable iPirst Assistant Post- 
master-General. 
Do. 
Irregular. Detailed to Post-Office De- 
partment as translator. 



ed in delivery divi- 
lips for the Quadren- 



a Removed June 30, 1898. 



Digitized by 



Qoo^Q: 



INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEPT. 249 

Appoititments to unclassified positions in the Washington, D, C, post-office from 
March, 1897, to May 1, iP^.f— Continned. 



Name. 



Beall, Mamie « 

Wmott,Robt.V.- 

Hassenberg, W. B . 
HaiTis,Wm.R 



Wilson, Edmund . 



Kenney,E.C 

Garner, Geo. W. 
Dorsey,R.W.B. 

Fisher, Jno. H. . . 



Burke, Margaret . 

Colson, Gilmor 

Cleveland, Caleb. . 
Pilling, Jos. H .... 



Vaughn, Edward . 
Wright, R.D 



Williani8,F.H 

Baker.N.H 

McClelland, Julian . 
Perrin, Willie L.... 



0*Keefe,Owen . 



Harris. Jas. F 

Hildebrand,Wm. 

GritmaiijWm 

Bird,G. w 

Sanner , Jas. N 

Addison, Jno 

Betts,H.W 

Maddy,Geo.L 

Prather, Jos. M . . . 

Adler, Adolph 

Eldridge, W.T.... 

Dunn, Wm.E 

Berry, Mara^M . . . 
Alexander, WT.. 



Growther, Lizzie . . 

Dailey, Frances 

Hood, Keverdie 

Poinaexter^usie. . 
Whiteside, Kate E. 
Jeflfrey , Fannie 



Melville, Ehza... 
Nevitt, Laura E - 
McTwiggan, Jas . 



McNulty,C.E.. 
Mmer,Chas.C-. 

Ball,N.E 

Blois^as.E 

Cox, Richard H. 

Hensey, R. E 

Leary,A.A 

Johnstone, B. B - 
Floyd, Geo. W .. 
Mercer, Thos.C. 
Jone8,J.W 



Broderick,Mari 



Broaerick, Marg 

Clokey.Saml.W 



P/iflHi«« Date of ap- 

position. ! pointment. 



Laborer. 
do.... 



.do. 
.do. 



.do. 



....do. 
....do. 
....do. 

....do. 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 

.do. 

.do. 

.do. 
.do. 
-do. 
.do. 

.do. 



.....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 
....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do.., 

Janitor . 



do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

Laborer , 



-Guyton, Lizzie I do. 

Brooks,T.S..^ 

Manly.A.L 

Gray, Geo 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 

.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
-do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



..do Nov. 13,1899 

do Nov.16,1899 



June 2,1898 
June 21, 1898 

July 15,1898 
Aug. 1,1898 

Sept. 6,1896 

Sept. 22, 1898 
Sept. 23, 1898 
Oct. 25,1898 

Nov. 29,1898 



Dec. 1,1898 
Dec. 6,1898 
Dec. 10,1898 
Jan. 5,1899 

Mar. 25,1899 

Apr. 1,1899 



....do 

Apr. 29,1899 
Apr. 9,1899 
June 30, 1899 



July 5,1 



July 3,1899 
Aug. 7,1899 
Aug. 1,1899 
Sept. 1,1899 

do 

..-.do 

. — .do 

.....do 

.....do 

Sept. 6,1899 
Sept. 29, 1899 
Sept. 30, 1899 
Oct. 1,1899 
-...do 



-do. 
.do. 
-do. 
-do. 
-do. 
-do- 



do 

do 

Dec. 1,1899 
Dec 12,1899 
Dec. 14,1899 
Dec. 21,1899 
Oct. 1,1899 



— .-do 

Oct. 4,1899 
Oct. 11,1899 

....do 

-..-do 

--..do- 

Oct. 16,1899 
Oct. 18,1899 
Oct. 20,1899 
Oct. 27,1899 
Nov. 5,1899 



Statement made bv Washington post- 
office or Post-Omce Dei)artment up- 
on which appointment was ti-eated 
as unclassined and x)a8sed. 



IiTegular. 

Does not handle maU, but performs 
laborer's duties. 
Do. 
Performs duties incident to that posi- 
tion and does not handle mail. 
Performs only such duties as are inci- 
dent to that position. 
Do. 
Do. 
Does not handle any mail and performs 

only laborer's duties. 
Does not handle any mail, but per- 
forms duties incident to position as 
laborer. 
Does not handle any mail. 
Do. 
Do. 
Performs duties incident to that iposi- 

tion, and does not handle mail. 
Engaged in the duties incident to that 

position, and does not handle maU. 
Performs duties incident to that posi- 
tion, and does not handle mails. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Appointed in place of Edwin Heald 
who held position of laborer. Passed 
by R. A. W. 
Does not handle any mail, but per- 
forms duties incident to position of 
laborer. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Performs duties incident to the posi- 
tion of janitor. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Performs duties incident to the posi- 
tion of laborer. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
General roustabout, cleaning build- 
ing, sidewalks, etc. 

Do! 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Performs duties incident to the posi- 
tion of laborer and does not handle 
any mail. 

Do.' 



a Removed June 30, 1898. 
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Appointments to unclaasified positions in the Washington, D, C, post-office from 
March, 1897, to May 1, iP^^— Continued. 



Name. 



Maney, Mary . 
Oliver, W.T .. 



EvaiiB,R.R 

Holmes, Lena 

KUngrer, Ossie 

Mosher, Mary L . . 

Myers, John P 

Willett,H.V 

Pike,Clia8.A 

Ly vers^aris 

Evans, Roland 

Grouse, "Walter . . . 
CaiT)enter , Lue P . 
Ravens, Harry M. 



Peters, Chas.S 

Smith, Mrs. S.L ... 

Beall, Mamie 

Gregory, H.E 



Burwell,H.D. 



Ctirry,J.C 

Schoirer,Alex.C . 
Roberts, Roy R... 
Fuller, Lyman 



Position. 



Laborer . 
do.... 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
-do. 
.do- 
.do. 
.do. 



.do. 
.do. 
-do. 
.do- 

.do- 

.do. 
.do. 
-do. 
-do. 



Hart, Frederick do. 

Dimmick, Theresa ! do. 

Rowe,Jas.B i do. 

Jony,A ; do. 

HomiUes, Maurice ' do. 

Vaughan,E.A do. 



Stokes, John A . 



Ellis, Isabelle 

Flaming, Lomax T . 

ParmelleSjJ.H 

Adams, Mmnie P . . . 
Carpenter, Essey P. 

Cox,Tho8.A 

See,DallasM 

Elliott, Mary 



Eisenmayer, H. A 

Rouse,PhilipP 

Colbert, Wm 



Blackwood, W.R-. 

Kinney, Jay 

Terry, C.D 

Munnerlyn , Jos. A . 

Thomas.H.W 

Bimdy.M.J 

Long. Lena M 

Lee,Danl.J 

Gibson, Jno.E 

Chase, Jno.R 

Gilmore, Freddie . . 

Minor, Jas.S 

Loud,G.S 

Williamson, T.B... 
Beatty, Bruce H... 

Bristow.E.M 

Mack,Thos 



.do- 



do--.. 

■Janitor . 
Laborer 

do.... 

do.... 

do.... 

do.... 

do--. 



Bartle, Missouri 

Goodf ellow, Louise. 



do- 

do. 

do. 



do. 

.....do. 
.....do. 
....do. 
.....do. 
.....do. 

do. 

do. 

.....do. 
.....do. 
.....do. 
.....do. 
.....do. 
.....do. 
....do. 
....do. 
....do. 



Date of ai>- 
pointment. 



Nov. 18,1899 
Jan. 1,1900 



Jan. 4,1900 
Jan. 11,1900 
Jan. 19,1900 
do 

Jan. 16,1900 
Feb. 2,1900 
1,1900 
16,1900 
1,1900 
3,1900 
Feb. 21,1900 
Mar. 27,1900 



Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 



Mar. 20,1900 
Apr. 1,1900 
Apr. 13,1900 
M!ay 1,1900 

June 1,1900 



do 

June 14,1900 
June 22, 1900 
July 2,1900 

July 1,1900 
July 2,1900 

July 18,1900 
Aug. 15,1900 

Aug. 16,1900 
Oct. 1,1900 



Nov. 1,1900 



Nov. 
Oct. 
Dec. 
Dec. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 



19,1900 

28,1900 

6,1900 

7,1900 

8,1901 

18,1901 

18,1901 

1,1901 



Apr. 1,1901 
May 21,1901 
July 1,1901 



do 

Sept. 13, 1901 
Sept. 26, 1901 
Oct. 16,1901 
Nov. 15, 1901 
Oct. 1,1901 
Jan. 18,1902 
Jan. 21,1902 
Feb. 18,1902 
Feb. 25,1902 

do 

Apr. 11,1902 
May 16,1902 
May 21,1902 
July 5,1902 
July 16,1902 
July 22,1902 



-do June 9,1902 

.do June 23,1902 



Statement made by Washington po8^ 
office or Post-Offlce Department up- 
on which appointment was treated 
as unclassified and passed. 



Performs duties incident to the por- 
tion of laborer and does not handle 
any mail. 
General laboring work, handling 
heavy boxes, and light laboring 
work. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Cleaning, arranging papers, and other 

S moral work mcident to position as 
borer. 
Do. 
Duties of charwoman. 

Do. 
Handles no mail; cleaning and polish- 
ing about office. 
Handles no mail; cleaning, removing 
trash, etc. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Does no clerical work, but i)erf orins 

laboring work, cleaning, etc. 
No duties stated. 

Does no clerical work, but jwrforms 
laboring work, cleaning, etc. 
Do. 
Handles no mail, but performs duties 
incident to position of laborer. 
Do. 
Transferred from Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Duties not stated. Passed by Miss 
Waddell. 
Handles no mail, but performs duties 
incident to i)osition of laborer. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
General roustabout work. 
Performs no clerical work, but per- 
forms work incident to position of 
laborer. 
Do. 
Do. 
Handles no mail, but performs duties 
incident to position of laborer. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Handles no mail but performs dutififi 
incident to position of laborer. 
Do. 
Do. 
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Appointments to unclassified positions in the Washington, D. C,y post-office from 
March, 1897, to May 1, i96?^— Continued. 



Name. 



Position. 



Date of ap- 
pointment. 



Statement made bv Washington post- 
office or Post-Omce Department up- 
on which appointment was treated 
as unclassined and passed. 



Barnes, W.H 

BeaU,Amo6B 

Beatly.Bruce H 

Oolson, Gilmer 

Davis, Andrew A 

Garvey,Ja8.J 

Gath,Geo.,3r 

Haislip,MayL 

Johnson, Jer e R 

Jones, Emma V 

Long,LenaM 

Mack,Thos 

Mathers, Jno. C 

Spanlding, Holmes O. 



Laborer 
.....do..-. 

do... 

.....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 
.....do..., 
....do... 
....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 
.....do... 



Dec. 

Dec. 

Oct. 

Feb. 

Sept. 

Feb. 

Sept. 

Dec. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Jan. 

July 

Sept. 

Nov. 



16,1902 

26,1902 

13,1902 

22,1908 

15,1902 

23,1908 

9,1902 

1,1902 

12,1908 

13,1903 

18,1902 

22,1902 

4,1902 

1,1902 



Passed upon the statement contained 
in Department'sletters of Feb. 4, 1903, 
as follows: 

'All laborers authorized by the De- 
partment for service in i)ost-offices 
are authorized to perform manual 
labor only, and if any of such persons 
are used for any other purpose by 
postmasters, it is done without the 
knowledge or consent of the Depart- 
ment. ♦ ♦ ♦ 

'Whenever such a position is author- 
ized the postmaster is sx>ecially in- 
instructea that such laborer can not 
be used to perform classified work of 
any kind. 

'If a postmaster should employ a la- 
borer upon work of a classified na- 
ture, and the matter should be 
brought to the attention of this De- 
partment, it would take steps to have 
the practice discontinued, and if 
upon investigation it appeared that 
there is not a sufficient amount of la- 
borer's work in that post-office to 
keep the laborer employed * ♦ * 
the Department would direct his im- 
mediate removal from the service." 



Total number, 154. 



EXHIBIT B. 



April 19, 1898. 
The Postmaster, Washington, D, C. 

Sir: Referring to the notation in your report of changes in the serv- 
ice for the month of March, which shows that Fannie R. Wynans, 
Fannie J. Jeffery, and Yirgie Q. Brown, who were recently appointed 
without examination and certification to laborer positions in your 
office, are now engaged in the delivery division preparing slips on the 
work of the quadrennial directory, the Commission invites your atten- 
tion to the circular letter of the Post-Office Department, dated June 
9, 1896, which provides that no person shall be admitted into any 
place not excepted from examination by the civil-service rules until he 
shall have passed an appropriate examination prepared by the United 
States Civil Service Commission and his eligibility has been certified 
to the Department by the Commission. 

The object of the Executive order of June 10, 1896, in regard to 
laborers and workmen was to prohibit the assignment hereafter of 
unclassified laborers or workmen to work of the same grade as that 
performed by classifi<3d employees, and to require all vacancies of clas- 
sified laborers or workmen to be filled in accordance with the civil- 
service rules, through examination and certification by the Commission. 
This Executive order originated from the well-known fact that many 
employees borne on the rolls as laborers or workmen were performing 
clerical, watchmen, messenger, or other work of a classified character. 
In this way an unclassified service, composed of employees engaged 
upon classified work, had been rapidly developing in evasion of the 
civil-service law and rules. The Executive order referred to was 
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issued for the purpose of correcting this evil and preventing further 
evasion of the law and rules. 

The interpretation and application of the order of June 10, 1896, 
depends chiefly upon the definition of the phrases "mere laborer or 
workman" and "regularly assigned." The phrase "mere laborer or 
workman," as used in the civil-service law and rules, was defined by the 
various Executive orders bringing into the classified service by desig- 
nation almost every form of skilled labor and leaving nothing outside 
except the merest unskilled manual labor. The Executive order rec- 
ognized this fact and directed that persons performing any duty per- 
taining to the classified places shall be classified. By the phrase 
"regularly assigned" in the order, the Commission understands that 
a laborer is classified if the work upon which he is regularly employed 
includes work of a classified character, but if his regular assignment 
does not include classified work he is unclassified, even though in 
exceptional cases he may be called upon to assist in the performance 
of work of a classified character. 

Your report shows that Fannie R. Wynans, Fannie J. Jeffery, and 
Virgie Q. Brown are engaged entirely upon work of a classified char- 
acter. Their appointments seem to be a direct evasion of the Execu- 
tive orders of May 6 and June 10, 1896, and a subversion of the spirit 
and letter of the civil-service act and rules. The Commission requests 
that they be separated from the service, and if the services of addi- 
tional persons are needed in the preparation of the quadrennial 
directory they be appointed from the substitute-clerk list of your 
oflfice, or, if there are no substitutes upon such list, by direct appoint- 
ment from the register of the eligibles for your office. The persons 
who have taken examination with a view to appointment in the 
Washington post-office did so with the expectation of receiving 
appointments whenever vacancies might occur. The Commission is 
bound to insist upon their rights to appointment and can not coun- 
tenance the several appointments that have been made in contraven- 
tion of the act and rules. 

Please advise the Commission of the action taken. 
Very respectfully, 

John R. Procter, President 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Oeneral^ May 16, 1903, to F, A. Vanderlip, 
and Mr. Vanderlip^s reply, May 18, 1903. 

May 16, 1903. 
Hon. F. A. Vanderlip, 

52 Wall street, New York, N. Y. 

My Dear Sir: Statements have been made in the public press that 
Mr. Thomas W. Gilmer, an accountant formerly employed in the 
offtce of the Comptroller of the Treasury, was transferred from that 
ofl&ce and reduced on the demand of politicians and other interested 
parties. As the matter has some bearing upon the investigation now 
progressing in this Department, I should be pleased if you will give 
me a statement as to the reason for your action in transferring and 
reducing Mr. Gilmer. 

Respectfully, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 



Congress Hotel Company, 

Auditorium Hotel and Annex, 

Chicago, III, May 18, 1903. 
Hon. H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Sir ; I am just in receipt of your letter of the 16th instant, 
in which you say that statements have been made in the public press 
that Mr. Thomas W. Gilmer, an accountant formerly employed in the 
ofl&ce of the Comptroller of the Treasury, was transferred from that 
of&ce and reduced on the demand of politicians and other interested 
parties. 

As the matter has some bearing upon the investigation now pro- 
gressing in the Post-Office Department, you asked me to give you a 
statement as to the reasons for my action in transferring and reduc- 
ing Mr. Gilmer. 

My best recollection is that Mr. Gilmer was transferred and reduced 
at his own request. I had previously detailed him, however, from 
the position of law expert in the office of the Comptroller and assigned 
him to duty as a clerk in the office of the Auditor for the State and other 
Departments, where he had previously served. My reasons for thus 
detailing him were the result of much complaint from various sources 
as to his annoying methods of conducting examinations ordered by 
the Comptroller. He was reported to me to be insolent, and would 
insist upon withdrawing papers from the files without leaving receipt 
therefor. Mr. Lawshe, at that time Deputy Auditor for the Post- 
Office Department and now Auditor for the Philippines, made such 
complaint. The Department of Justice did likewise. 

Mr. Gilmer possessed some very excellent qualifications as a clerk 
and accountant, but was tactless and not temperamentally fit for the 
position of law expert and examiner. Looking back at the matter 
now, I think he so realized himself and based a request for transfer 
upon that ground. 

Very truly, yours, F. A. Vanderlip. 

S. Doc. 151 17 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Oeneral, May 19, 1903 y to Robert J. Trace- 
well, UomptroUer of the Treasury , and Mr, TracewelVs reply, May 
22, 1903. 

May 19, 1903. 
Hon. Robert J. Tracewell, 

Comptroller of the Treasury, 
Sir: I inclose herewith extracts from a communication, dated May 
15, 1903, from Mr. Seymour W. Tulloch, wherein he makes certain 
statements concerning the audit of certain accounts of this Depart- 
ment during the year 1899 and certain statements calculated to hring 
discredit upon the office of the Auditor of the Treasury for the Post- 
OfRce Department and the oflice of the Comptroller of the Treasury. 
I deem it for the public interest that the facts in connection with 
the matters about which Mr. Tulloch has written should be fully set 
forth and full explanation made regarding them. I would therefore 
be obliged if you would make such a statement concerning the matters 
referred to as will throw any light upon this subject and enable us to 
determine whether any wrongdoing transpired in connection with 
these accounts; and if so, what. 

Respectfully, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 



Washington, May 22, 1903, 
The Honorable The Postmaster-General. 

Sir: I am in receipt of your communication, dated the 19th instant, 
in which you say: 

I inclose herewith extracts from a communication, dated May 15, 1903, from Mr. 
Seymour W. Tnlloch, wherein he makes certain statements concerning the audit 
of certain accounts of this Department during the year 1899, and certain state- 
ments calculated to bring discredit upon the office of the Auditor of the Treasury 
for the Post-Office Department and the office of the Comptroller of the Treasury. 

I deem it for the public interest that the facts in connection with this matter 
about which Mr. Tulloch has written should be fully set forth and full explana- 
tions made regarding them. I would therefore be obliged if you would make 
such a statement concerning the matters referred to as will throw any light upoB 
this subject and enable us to determine whether any wrongdoing transpired in 
connection with these accounts; and if so, what. 

Mr. Tulloch says: 

The result of this call of Mr. Gilmer was a letter from the Comptroller dis- 
allowing, as I remember, between $30,000 and $40,000 for the quarter in question, 
known as Revision No. 2824, P. M. G., April 28, 1898. 

The letter referred to was not a disallowance, and this Mr. Tulloch 
well knows. It was a letter of inquiry. It required the postmaster 
at Washington, in some instances, to explain and make more specific 
the nature of certain services, but generallj^ it called for explanation 
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why certain claims had been paid from one fund instead of another. 
In other words, it related to seeming irregularities. 

To this letter the postmaster made a detailed reply, as is usual 
under such circumstances, and thereupon all the items were allowed 
except about $930. Mr. TuUoch himself, who had actually paid the 
money, admits that he prepared the reply, caused it to be typewritten, 
and sent to me. Relying upon these explanations, I allowed all the 
claims except about $930, and TuUoch does not now claim, as I under- 
stand him, that I allowed any claim that should not have been allowed 
ux>on the explanations which he made^ 

Again, he says: 

Some time later I called upon him and informed him I had been removed from 
my position as cashier for snpx)Osed assistance given his own exi)ert during the 
investigation. 

This statement is untrue. I never spoke to Mr. Tulloch in my life, 
and he never spoke to me. Upon inquiry I have learned that he came 
to my office and stated to my chief law clerk, Judge Terrill, in effect, 
that he had been accused of giving Mr. Gilmer information. This he 
said he wanted to deny; he had given Mr. Gilmer no information 
whatever. Judge Terrill did not introduce him to me, and he did 
not speak to me. I did not know him, nor did I inquire his name or 
his errand. 

But what Mr. Tulloch lays greatest stress upon is a letter to Mr. 
Gilmer, as follows: 

Treasury Department, 
Office of the Comptroller of the Treasury, 

Washington, D. C, September t9, 1899. 
Mr. Gilmer: You may take np for examination any postmaster's account for 
the fiscal year 1899, except New York City and Washington, D. C. 

R. J. Tracewell, 

Comptroller, ' 

The impression sought to be created by publishing this letter is that 
I called off my expert when he was on the eve of discovering grave 
frauds. This letter is in Mr. Gilmer's own handwriting. He pre- 
pared it without suggestion from me, and asked me to sign it. 

I have four experts furnished by the Government with which to 
investigate, on my own motion, the accounts passed in the offices of 
all six auditors, employing an auditing force of over 1,000 clerks. I 
give these experts the greatest latitude. Mr. Gilmer has instructions 
to give his time and attention, to the Auditor for the State and other 
Departments, except one-sixth, which he was to divide, as nearly as 
practicable, between the Post-Office Department and the Navy Depart- 
ment. The other three had similar assignments, and all gave some 
time to the Post-Office Department. 

Mr. Gilmer had gone over the work of the Washington post-office 
for one whole quarter, and had spent four months thereon. No fraud 
was discovered. Some irregularities had been discovered and cor- 
rected, some claims had been paid from the wrong appropriation, but 
they had been paid and audited, and under such circumstances, when 
the amount is small, I do not ordinarily disallow, as it would necessitate 
it being covered back into the Treasury and again paid and audited 
from the correct fund. I do, however, correct the practice. This I 
did in this instance, and not even Mr. Tulloch claims to the contrary. 

The post-office business of all the army camps in the United States 
and the island of Porto Rico was done through the Washington office; 
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the post-office business of Cuba was done through the New York office; 
the post-office business of the Philippine Islands was done through 
the San Francisco office, and I did not think it strange when Mr. 
Gilmer presented the letter excepting these offices from further exam- 
ination. I knew, as did Mr. Gilmer, that the Auditor for the Post- 
Office Department was in daily need of the files and was objecting to 
their being taken away. We had several conferences in which the 
Auditor asked that I conduct the examination in his office. This I 
declined to do, believing it would be bad practice and bad precedent. 
Therefore the letter did not arouse my suspicion, nor did I then sup- 
pose it was obtained for improper purposes. Mr. Gilmer, however, 
did not have it copied in my office, and when he left he took it with 
him, and took with him also the original working draft of the demand 
upon the postmaster for explanations. 

After Mr. Tulloch published his statement I discovered this abstrac- 
tion and asked Mr. Gilmer about them. He brought them to my office, 
and when asked why he had taken them away and given them to Mr. 
Tulloch he broke down, and, in tears, told me he blamed me for his 
removal from my office. His removal was not at my instance. I 
even interceded for his retention in the service, though I did not ask 
that he be retained in my office. I knew that he was objectionable 
to the Department of Justice, the Post-Office Department, the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, the appointment division of the Treas- 
ury Department, and the Auditor's Office for the District of Columbia. 
I was willing to get rid of him personally, but in view of his ability 
as a clerk I recommended that he be retained in the service at a 
desk, where he could not make himself obnoxious. 

And now, Mr. Postmaster-General, I beg to suggest that I am an 
official of the Treasury Department and am directly responsible to the 
Secretary of the Treasury far my official c<mduct. All my official acts 
are of record in my office, and on that record I must stand and am 
willing to stand ; and of that record I court a full and complete investi- 
gation by the constituted authorities of the Treasury Department. 
Do not understand me, however, as objecting to your inquiry. It is 
very proper, and I am glad to furnish the information, and you are 
at liberty to make such use of it as you may deem proper. In view 
of the publications that have been made, I hope you will give it to 
the press. 

If I can be of further assistance to you I am at your service. 
Very respectfully, 

R. J. Tracewell, Comptroller, 
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Lettei* of tJie Postm aster- Oeneral, May 19, 1903, io John W. Griggs, 
and Mr, Griggs's reply, May 22, 1908, 

May 19, 1903. 

My Dear Mr. Griggs: Perhaps you have noticed in the newspapers 
that we are in the midst of an investigation into the affairs of the 
Post-0 ffice Department. 

Among other statements made is one to the effect that a Mr. Gilmer, 
who was employed in the office of the Comptroller of the Treasury, was 
dismissed from the service or transferred to another branch of the 
service to get him out of the way of discovering frauds when he was 
just about to unearth them. 

The Comptroller of the Treasury says he was transferred to another 
bureau after he had concluded all the investigations that he had in 
hand affecting any of the Departments in Washington specifically, 
but that he was transferred for the reason that complaints were made 
against him that he would abruptly and discourteously enter the 
rooms of Department clerks and others, demand papers in an offensive 
way, and then carry them away without leaving a receipt. It was 
demanded that he be instructed to act like a gentleman and leave 
receipts for all papers which he carried out of the building, for if any 
were misplaced the Department clerks would be held responsible. 

It is said that you asked the Comptroller personally to relieve the 
Attorney-General's Office of Mr. Gilmer's presence. 

If you can give me any light on this subject, I would be glad if you 
would do so. 

Respectfully, yours, 

H. C. Payne, 
Postmaster- General, 

Hon. John W. Griggs, 

27 Pi7ie street, Neiv York, N. Y. 



[John W. Griggs, 27 and 29 Pine street.] 

New York, May 22, 1903. 
Hon. H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 

Dear Mr. Payne: Your letter of the 19th instant, inquiring about 
Mr. Gilmer, formerly employed in the office of the Comptroller of the 
Treasury, is received. 

I think, but I am not quite sure, that I indentifj'^ him as one of the 
clerks in the Comptroller's Office of whom I was forced to make com- 
plaint because of his excessive troublesomeness in raising petty and 
frivolous objections to the accounts of the Department of Justice. 
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The man I have in mind, if it was Gilmer, had manifested a very 
unreasonable and disagreeable predjudice against the officers of my 
accounting division and made himself busy in raising trivial objec- 
tions on legal grounds to the accounts of my Department, so that at 
one time the monthly pay of about one-third of my Washington force 
was threatened with a hold-up, and this upon a point which had 
practically been disposed of for fifteen or sixteen years. 

I complained to the Comptroller that it was impossible to get along if 
the accounts of the Department were to be subjected to malicious objec- 
tions merely to gratify the personal spite of one of his subordinates, 
and I think it was considered for the good of the service that Mr. Gil- 
mer should be transferred to some other position where he would not 
make so much unnecessary trouble. There never was any question of 
personal dishonesty in the matter, nor did any of the accounts of the 
Department of Justice which he held up involve even in his mind 
anything more than the most forced technical objections on language 
of appropriation acts, and in every instance it was my opinion, as 
well as the opinion of the Comptroller on subsequent examination, 
that his objections were not well taken. 

This is the best information I can give you on the subject, and, as 
I said before, I am not certain that the objectionable man was Mr. 
Gilmer. 

Very truly, yours, ' John W. Griggs. 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Oeneraly May 19, 1903, to Henry A. Castle^ 
Auditor for the Post-Office Department, and Mr, Castle's reply y 
May 22, 1903, 

May 19, 1903. 
Hon. Henry A. Castle, 

Auditor for the Post- Office Department 
Sir: I inclose herewith extracts from a communication, dated May 
15, 1903, from Mr. Se mour W. Tulloch, wherein he makes certain 
statements concerning the audit of certain accounts of this Depart- 
ment during the year 1899, and certain statements calculated to bring 
discredit upon the office of the Auditor of the Treasury for the Post- 
Office Department and the office of the Comptroller of the Treasury. 
I deem it for the public interest that the facts in connection with 
the matters about which Mr. Tulloch has written should be fully set 
forth and full explanation made regarding them. I would therefore 
be obliged if you would make such a statement concerning the matters 
referred to as will throw any light upon this subject and enable us to 
determine whether any wrongdoing transpired in connection with 
these accounts; and if so, what. 

Respectfully, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General, 

(The ''extracts from a communication, dated May 15, 1903, from 
Mr. Seymour W. Tulloch," referred to herein are identical with the 
extracts attached to the letters of May 19, 1903, to Robert J. Trace we 11.) 



Treasury Department, 
Auditor for the Post-Office Department, 

Washington, D, (7., May 22, 1903, 
The Postmaster-General. 

Sir: I am in receipt of your letter of the 19th instant, inclosing 
extracts from a communication from Seymour W. Tulloch, wherein 
statements are made to which you call my attention as being calcu- 
lated, if true, to bring discredit upon the office over which I preside. 
I willingly embrace the opportunity to make reply. Although the 
law, by placing our Bureau under the jurisdiction of the honorable 
Secretary of the Treasury, makes the exercise of its functions inde- 
pendent of your Department, you are justly concerned with any 
reports that impugn its integrity. 

The statements containing reflections or criticisms in regard to the 
Auditor's office may be epitomized as follows: 

(1) That an account of Postmaster Willett, of Washington, D. C, 
which had previously been allowed by the Auditor (myself), was revised 
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by the Comptroller of the Treasury, resulting in a letter from the 
Comptroller "disallowing between $30,000 and $40, 000 for the quarter 
in question." 

(2) That salaries of certain employees of the Washington post-oiBce 
were paid on separate vouchers instead of the regular pay roll. 

(3) That many departmental disbursements were paid " out of the 
funds of the local post-office." 

(4) That no effective measures were taken to collect an alleged 
shortage of $3,300 from one Sherman P. Bristow. 

(5) That certain employees of the Washington post-office performed 
no service. 

I may say in advance that Mr. TuUoch shares in a prevailing mis- 
apprehension as to the functions of an auditor. He holds that oflBcial 
to a responsibility in keeping other officials " correct and honest" and 
in determining as to necessities of the service. This would be fatal 
to any administrative freedom by the head of a Department. 

The Supreme Court of the United States stated a well-established 
principle of law in deciding that an accounting officer "has no power 
to review, revise, and alter items of expenditure and allowances made 
upon the judgment and discretion of other officers charged with the 
duty of expending the money or of making the allowances." Bear- 
ing this limitation in mind, many of the expressed and implied criti- 
cisms of the Auditor's office negative themselves at a glance. 

THE REVISION OF POSTMASTER WILLETT'S ACCOUNT. 

The most serious of the criticisms is that which relates to the set- 
tlement and subsequent revision of an account of Postmaster Willett 
which incidentally involved alleged irregularities in Porto Rico dur- 
ing our military operations. 

Two appropriations were made for " military postal service," aggre- 
gating $500,000 for the first two years. The first appropriation bill 
gave the Department unusual latitude, and the second used equally 
comprehensive language: " For postal service in the territory held by 
military occupation, * * * including postal service for all mili- 
tary camps or stations, to be used in the discretion of the Post- 
master-General, $300,000." 

The wide discretion thus given shows that Congress intended to 
exempt these disbursements from many of the ordinarj^ regulations. 
Men could be employed, compensation fixed, and expenses allowed as 
circumstances demanded. The postal business of Cuba, Porto Rico, 
and the Philippines was handled through the postmasters of New 
York, Washington, and San Francisco. This was unusual, but per- 
fectly legal. Every expenditure made was authorized in advance by 
the Department; every voucher had been approved by an Assistant 
Postmaster-General, and actually paid by a postmaster weeks or 
months before its presentation to the Auditor's office for allowance 
with a quarterly account. Many expenditures were unusual, and a 
few of them were by us held to be illegal and disallowed. As to 
whether the service was necessary or the compensation extravagant 
the Department was the sole judge. But it is significant on this point 
that of the $500,000 appropriated only $249,666.55 was actually ex- 
pended in two years, the balance of more than one-half being covered 
back into the Treasury. 

Every item believed to be illegal was disallowed by our office. The 
most experienced clerks in that line were assigned to these accounts, 
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and doubtful questions were considered by the Auditor or Acting 
Auditor in person. 

Some months after one of the quarterly accounts of the Washington 
post-office reporting $255,996.02 in expenditures for all purposes, with 
several thousand distinct items, had been settled, Mr. T. W. Gilmer, 
representing the Comptroller of the Treasury, withdrew the same for 
revision, as authorized by law. He was new to postal work and raised 
many entirely irrelevant questions in the letter of April 26, 1899, ask- 
ing for "explanations," which Mr. TuUoch erroneously cites as "a 
letter from the Comptroller disallowing" certain amounts. He had, 
however, an advantage we did not have, in copious hints from Mr. 
TuUoch, a former cashier of the Washington post-office, as to various 
supposed irregularities unknown to us. The expert consumed four 
months in revising this account, during which period all the volumi- 
nous papers constantly needed by us were held in the Comptroller's 
office at the Treasury building, to our serious inconvenience. 

One after another the objections were abandoned by Expert Gilmer 
or overruled by the Comptroller (who had secured from the officials 
pledges that the irregular practices exposed by TuUoch, the dis- 
charged cashier, would be discontinued) until the amount ultimately 
disapproved was reduced to $932.86. 

The official "certificate of differences upon revision," No. 2824, dated 
August 31, 1898, is now before us. It is written and initialed by 
T. W. Gilmer and signed by Comptroller Tracewell. Its total of 
$932.86 is the sum of their tentative disallowances. 

But Mr. Gilmer's letter pointed out that several of the items might 
legally be paid from other appropriations. The defects were cured by 
new vouchers, and the credits allowed. These aggregated $481.86. 

Another item, $128 for surety bonds for postal employees detailed 
for duty to Porto Rico, was a legitimate expenditure but was objec- 
tionable to the Comptroller as a precedent. Under its unquestioned 
discretion the Department covered this charge by allowing increased 
compensation. This the Auditor could not prevent had he so desired. 
Two items of $158 each, "per diem as mechanics," were disallowed 
for irregularities revealed by TuUoch and unknown at the Auditor's 
office. In one case the defect was cured and the amount was again 
credited to the postmaster. We have no record of a subsequent credit 
as to the others. 

One item of $4.35 for improper charges in an expense bill of C. C. 
Magee, a postal clerk, was disallowed. 

One item of $2.65, a drug bill of W. S. Larner, was disallowed as 
personal expense. 

This accounts for the $932.86 nominally "disallowed" in the cer- 
tificate of differences. The official files, verifying this statement with 
minute detail, will be exhibited to you. 

The two items last named, aggregating $7, thus represent absolutely 
the entire disagreement between the Auditor and the Comptroller, so 
far as the evidence was accessible to both. It is not surprising that 
the Auditor's office felt vindicated by this outcome of the most search- 
ing scrutiny to which a postal account was ever subjected. The 
credits finaUy and effectively "disallowed " out of a total of $255,996.02 
were $165, whereof only $7 can justly be debited to the Auditor's 
office. 

While this revision was thus barren of financial gain, it was indirectly 
profitable. Through TuUoch's private interviews with Gilmer irregu- 
larities were pointed out which did not appear on the face of the 
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papers and were unknown to the Auditor. These Comptroller Trace- 
well exercised the authority of his office to correct. 

This is the whole story of the revision of an account wherein Mr. 
Tulloch alleges that the Comptroller disallowed $30,000 or $40,000 
previously approved by the Auditor and upon which he bases an 
assumption that subsequent accounts would have revealed immensely 
larger extravagances. It saved $165 to the Government and con- 
victed the Auditor's ofl&ce of $7 incorrectly audited. 

PAYMENT OF SALARIES BY VOUCHERS. 

Separate vouchers for salaries are the original and proper form of 
receipts, the pay roll being simply a labor-saving device. In current 
practice these "separate vouchers" are supposed to represent clerks, 
carriers, etc., who are temporarily absent. The custom is universal 
in Government offices, and if abused in the manner Mr. Tulloch inti- 
mates, the Auditor's office would have no possible means of ascertain- 
ing the fact. 

DISBURSEMENTS THROUGH LOCAL POST-OFFICES. 

The attempt to base a criticism of the Auditor on the fact that " local 
funds" were improperly expended for departmental uses will fail. 
The funds (postal receipts) at a post-office belong to the general postal 
revenues. The surplus is legally subject to draft by the Postmaster- 
General for postal purposes. This practice was inaugurated as early 
as 1815. Postmasters of all money-order offices are disbursing officers, 
and the offices in leading cities are designated depositories of the sur- 
plus receipts of smaller offices. Even the balance found due a retir- 
ing postmaster on final settlement is paid by draft not on the United 
States Treasury, but on the postmaster of some large citj'. There is, con- 
sequently, no injustice and no irregularity in drawing on a postmaster 
or ordering him to make any lawful expenditure, as the whole transac- 
tion must be reported and debited to the proper appropriations on the 
Auditor's books. 

Although not illegal, this custom sometimes violates rules of correct 
accounting. Hence the Auditor frequently suggests to the Depart- 
ment that certain expenditures should not be ordered paid by post- 
masters. Among these are the accounts of departmental officials for 
traveling expenses. But our critic unjustly reproaches the Auditor 
for permitting a practice which he had no power to prohibit. Mr. 
Heath's expense bill, to which he especially alludes, was charged to 
the proper appropriation and not to any allowance for the Washing- 
ton post-office. 

THE CASE OF SHERMAN P. BRISTOW. 

Complaint is made of a failure to collect an alleged defalcation of 
Sherman P. Bristow, money-order clerk at Ponce, Porto Rico. This 
case can be quickly disposed of. Porto Rico was held under military 
occupation. The question as to whether our laws, civil or criminal, 
extended over it had not been determined, but the Supreme Court has 
since decided that they did not. The Auditor, however, has nothing 
to do with criminal prosecutions. Mr. Bristow gave bonds to Post- 
master Willett, who, after the default occurred, was legally advised 
that he could not for the above reason enforce the same. 
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After consideration, both the Post-Office Department and this 
Bureau determined that it would be equally impossible to maintain 
an action against Postmaster Willett, as no new bond had been secured 
by the Department and such additional liability upon the bond of Mr. 
Willett and his sureties could not be created without their consent. 
Agreeing in the opinion that a collection of the amount at issue was 
impossible, the Post-Office Department and the Auditor's office united 
in consenting to adopt the best attainable compromise payment under 
section 409, Revised Statutes. The amount received was clear gain 
to the Treasury. 

EMPLOYEES WHO PERFORMED NO SERVICE. 

The allegation that certain employees were paid on the rolls of the 
Washington post-office who never performed services therein, if any- 
where, seems to be made an imputation on the Auditor's methods. 
But no accounting officer can possibly know in each case whether 
service was actually performed or not. We trust to the scrutiny of 
departmental officials and the honesty of postmasters. The post- 
master at Washington attached to his pay roll a certificate that the 
statement of services rendered was correct. He also made affidavit 
on his quarterly account " that the credits claimed in the said accounts 
are just and true, as I verily believe." This affidavit has been deemed 
sufficient, and it is hard to believe that it could be misinterpreted. 

ADDITIONAL SUGGESTIONS. 

I see no other points in the extracts transmitted to me which reflect 
on the Auditor's office to an extent requiring detailed notice. As to 
Gilmer's personal controversies with Mr. Lawshe, then deputy auditor, 
I know nothing. Mr. Tulloch's allegations that one serious charge 
against Gilmer was that he entered Deputy Auditor Lawshe's room 
with his hat on is a palpable absurdity. 

If further details as to these matters are desired at any time, they 
will be promptly supplied from our official files. Upon the correct- 
ness of the settlements there preserved the efficiency of the Auditor 
and his staff of trusted employees must be fairly sustained or fatally 
impeached. I have no power or desire to change that record. 

As the accusations herein traversed have been given wide publicity, 
I respectfully suggest that this reply be released for early publication. 
Respectfully, 

Henry A. Castle, Auditor. 
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Letters of tlie Postmaster- General, May 19 and 20, 190S, to Perry S. 
Heath, and Mr, Heath's reply, May 25, 1903. 

May 19, 1903. 

My Dear Mr. Heath : I intend, as soon as I can have it copied, 
to send you a full text of Mr. Tulloch's letter to me. I send you here- 
with that part of it which was printed in the *' Washington Post." 

I think we have it all well in hand, with the exception of the ques- 
tion of the appointments and of the work assigned to those appointed. 
I wish you would go over the statement carefully, and in the mean- 
time look over the one I send you to refresh your memory, and give 
me any light upon it that you can. Postmaster Merritt, Comptroller 
Tracewell, and Auditor Castle make full statements, but we are not 
in position to learn much from Mr. Beavers, and Postmaster-General 
Smith knew but little of the details. 

What can you say regarding the charge of the junketing trip, to 
which Mr. Tulloch alludes so forcibly? 

I will send you the full text to-morrow. 

Very truly, yours, H. C. Payne. 

Hon. Perry S. Heath, 

Salt Lake City, Utuh, 



May 20, 1903. 

My Dear Mr. Heath: I inclose herewith copy of the letter written 
by Mr. S. W. Tulloch, in which he makes statements reflecting upon 
the management of the Washington post-office and the Department 
previous to the year 1900, and especially charges you, as First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General, with many acts of doubtful propriety. 

I will be glad if you will give me any information bearing upon this 
subject. The Comptroller, Auditor, and Postmaster Merritt can explain 
the matters which refer to them and their offices, but the points upon 
which we have little or no information are those of the putting upon 
the pay rolls of people who, it is stated, did little work, if any. As 
an example, Mre. Fannie R. Winans called here yesterday and said 
that she was put to work in the Washington post-office, remained there 
for three or four months, then was laid off with pay and did nothing 
for eleven months, drawing her pay in the meantime. At the end of 
that time she obtained a situation in the Agricultural Department. 
It is said that there are two other such cases, although we have not 
the evidence yet of that fact. 

Mr. Tulloch lays particular stress upon the fact that many people 
were appointed who took mere junketing trips through the West 
India Islands. 

I would be very glad to receive anything from you that will throw 
light upon this whole subject. 
Very truly, yours, 

H. C. Payne, 
Postmaster- Oeneral, 

Hon. Perry S. Heath, 

Salt Lake City, Utah, 
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(The "copy of the letter written by Mr. S. W. Tulloch" referred to 
herein is a copy of Mr. Tulloch's letter of May 15, 1003, to the Post- 
master-General.) 



Salt Lake City, Utah, May 25, 190S. 
Hon. H. C. Payne. Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Payne: I thank you for your courteous letters of the 19th and 
20th instant, calling my attention to certain assertions of one S. W. Tulloch, 
ex-cashier of the Washington post-office, and also the statement of a Mrs. Winans, 
formerly of Ohio, who is quoted as saying that she was carried upon the rolls of 
the Washington post-office with the understanding that she was not to render 
service to the Government. 

If Mrs. Winans did not render services equivalent to the compensation she 
received her superior officers were deceived. I did not know the woman when she 
was appointed and had no personal interest in her. Her name was among the 
large number always on my desk, and I recall that she was well recommended for 
a position. I did not and could not attempt to personally ascertain whether i)er- 
sons appointed to positions in post-offices rendered satisfactory service. I do 
remember that this woman became a nuisance about the Post-Office Department » 
and that I refused to see her. She was reported to me by my chief clerk as being 
persistent in her demands for promotion, or more desirable work. She at least 
pretended to my chief clerk, so he reported to me, to perform services warranting 
promotion or better compensation. 

By the same token, upon the same line of comment employed by Tulloch, nearly 
if not quite all of the transactions of the Executive Departments in Washington 
could be called into question and improper motives could be assigned. Neces- 
sarily I could not follow the details of the work of post-office clerks. I was com- 
pelled to trust my subordinates and to rely upon postmasters. We had a change 
of Administration, a war, the Americanizing of immense foreign service, and the 
taking over of vast expanses of new territory. But I mastered as many details as 
possible, and I proudly hold myself responsible for all that I did, for the humble 
part I took in the work of the Department. 

I never appointed any person to any position or retained anyone in any position, 
at any time, with any sort of notion or idea that he or she was not to render full 
and honest service to the Government for the pay received. The intimation that 
there was an ** honorary roll," upon which persons were placed for political or 
personal or other purposes than good service, is a pure invention. It is a lie out 
of whole cloth, as are most of the imputations of Tulloch. If any persons were so 
appointed or retained it was through their own dishonest designs. 

There was a period extending over many months when many more men were 
demanded for service in Cuba, Porto Rico, and at military camps in our country 
than we could supply. We drew through larger post-offices for men from classi- 
fied service, receiving many, but when responses from post-offices ceased to be 
sufficient we drew names from applicants outside classified service and con- 
scientiously selected those whose capability and character were deemed best 
established. In this humed work of appointments, hurr ed dispatch of men and 
materials to scenes of action, some mistakes were of course made, some confidences 
as to integrity blasted, but these things occur and will so long as men live.« 

I made a visit to Porto Rico when the Spanish form of postal service was taken 
over and placed under our system. I did not seek the trip, and never made a 
more disagreeable one or one where I rendered better service or made more sacri- 
fice. For every dollar expended vouchers were rendered and accounting made. 
I made a trip to the Pacific slope, I believe in the spring of 1898, in connection 
with conditions existing in post-offices at Portland, Tacoma, and Seattle, incident 
to the handling of the Alaskan mails and local congestions, for which a strict 
accounting was made. Possibly Tulloch did not deem these trips necessary, but 
I doubt if he had the slightest conception for which they were made or what was 
done upon them. 

There are two personal references to me in the Tulloch assertions that I desire 
to mention briefly, and the others I will pass over as unworthy of mention or for 



«This paragraph was incorporated in the letter at the request or Hon. Perry S. 
Heath, in a telegram dated May 31, 1903, after the letter was received at the 
Department. 
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reply from those who have had later access to the official records, for these inci- 
dents occnrred four or five years ago. 

Complaints were made to me by clerks in the Post-Office Department or the 
office of the Auditor for the Treasury that an employee of the latter, named 
Gilmer, frequently entered their rooms and in a surly, offensive, and peremptory 
manner demanded records and carried them away without leaving any receipt, or 
simply helped himself, and when receipt was requested snubbed the clerk making 
the request. I was asked by our clerks to request, and did request, of Treasury 
officials that Gilmer be instructed to act like a gentleman and to protect clerks in 
the Post-Office Department by leaving receipts for all records taken by him from 
the Department. A displaced document would naturally subject the responsible 
clerk to censure, if not, indeed, a charge of dishonesty. What purpose Gilmer 
had in carrying these records from the Department I do not pretend to say. This 
incident had no connection with Gilmer's work as Auditor. 

The other reference relates to Tulloch's displacement from the position of cashier 
in the Washington post-office. The first distinct recollection I have of Tulloch 
was shortly after the induction of Postmaster Merritt and the appointment of a 
new cashier. A number of Tulloch's friends called upon me singly and asked me 
to intercede for his reinstatement. After I had steadily declined to make an^ 
intercession, one or two or more men called and advised me, as a matter of poh- 
tics and prudence, to have him reinstated. I was advised that Tulloch had been 
collecting evidence of improprieties in the post-office, and that if he were not 
reinstated he would expose them; that I would be made to suffer, and McKinley's 
Administration would be scandalized. I remember to have stated to one of these 
importunate friends that I could not conceive how an honest and conscientious 
employee of the Government would want to remain in a position where wrong 
was being done, much less reinstated under such conditions, and that as he haa 
been a sworn officer of the Government and had not to my knowledge reported 
these alleged irregularities I could and would not in conscience recommetid him 
for any position. This is the matter to which you now call my attention, and 
which was then, at the instance of Tulloch, published in newspapers in Washing- 
ton and elsewhere, and then fully answered. The men against whom allegations 
were directed had refused to pay the price of the proposed secrecy. 

If there is any specific information that I can give you or any service that I can 
render you in any way in collecting facts bearing upon any transactions within 
the Bureau over which I presided until about three years ago, I shall be glad to 
serve you. 

Thanking you for your courtesy, and with best wishes. 

Yours, faithfully. Perry S. Heath. 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Oeneral, May 20^ 1903, to John A. Merritt, post- 
master^ Washington^ D. (7., and Mr. MerriWs reply, May 26, 1903, 

May 20, 1903. 
Hon. John A. Merritt, 

Postmaster, Washington, D. C. 
Sir: I inclose herewith copy of statement of Mr. S. W. Tulloeh, in 
which he makes specific statements and charges concerning you and 
your administration of the post-office at Washington. 

If there are any statements made by him to which you desire to 
make reply, please do so at your early convenience. 
Very respectfully, 

H. C. Payne, 
Postmaster- Oeneral, 
(Inclosure.) 

[The " copy of statement of Mr. S. W. Tulloeh," referred to herein, 
18 a copy of Mr. Tulloch's letter of May 15, 1903, to the Postmaster- 
General. ] 



Washington City Post-Office, 

Office of the Postmaster. 
Washington, D, C, May 26, 1903, 
Hon. H. C. Payne, 

Postmaater-Oeneral, Washington, D, C, 

Sir: In compliance with your inyitation of the 20th instant I have the honor to 
submit the following statement in reply to certain written charges recently made 
to you hy Seymour W. Tulloeh, late cashier of the Washington post-office, relative 
to the management of i)ostal affairs in this city during the past six or seven years. 

Upon carefully examining the paper, which is substantially a repetition of the 
charges made by Mr. Tulloeh four years ago, when he was relieved from the office 
of cashier, I find that nearly all the irregularities to which he calls attention 
occurred under the administration of Mr. James P. Willett, my predecessor, and 
that many of them comprehend not so much abuses, either actual or supposed, in 
the Washington City post-office as the alleged misconduct of the Postmaster- 
General, the First Assistant Postmaster-General, the Auditor for the Post-Office 
Department, and the Comptroller of the Treasury. For Mr. Willett, unfortu- 
nately, whom in effect Mr. Tulloeh puts in the attitude of complaisant obedience 
to the Department's improper demands, and who, he states in a recent published 
interview, allowed these abuses to go unchallenged and uncorrected because he 
was afraid of being removed from office, there is no one to speak; being dead, he 
must remain without vindication. My answer will be mostly confined to those 
things that are spoken of, openly and by innuendo, as improper acts of mine, 
whether originating since I became postmaster or continuing from the adminis- 
tration of my predecessor. I take them up in the order in which Mr. Tulloeh 
presents them. 

First. The practice of paying certain exi)enses of the Post-Office Department 
out of the funds of the Washington office, which Mr. Tulloeh so earnestly con- 
demns, has been continued by me since he ceased to be cashier. My office is now 
regularly paying the employees of the third division of the railway mail service, 
the employees of the departmental mail-bag and mail-lock repair shops, and it is 
making such other disbursements outside of its own needs as the Department from 
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time to time orders. Many of the large disbursing post-offices are doing the same 
thing. There is no impropriety in this practice. It has existed almost from the 
beginning of the Government, is fnlly authorized by custom and law, and, so far 
as postmasters are concerned, it is al^lutely required by sections 383 and 391 of 
the Postal Regulations and by section 3639 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States. 

Mr. Tulloch apparently would have it understood that there is fraud in all this; 
but that is far from true. Every disbursement of this character is scrutinized 
by the Auditor for the Post-Office Department just as carefully as is done with 
every other class of expenditure (and by the Comptroller of the Treasury also, 
whenever he deems it necessary) , not only as to its legality, but as to its accuracy 
and regular authorization; and all such items in a postmaster's accounts are in 
their audit separated from those that are applicable to the post-office itself, and 
charged up against the proper appropriation. A case which Mr. Tulloch describes 
as a gross irregularity, occurring under the Cleveland Admini tration, and which 
gave him great concern, affords a very happy illustration of how such expendi- 
tures as those above referred to can be made without the least impropriety. 

A Mr. Shepard, chief of the salary and allowance division of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General's Office, needed a file case for official use. The disbursing 
officer of the Post-Office Department refused to honor Mr. Shepard's requisition, 
whereupon the latter applied to his chief and obtained an authorization to buy 
the case, together with an allowance to the postmaster at Washington to pay for 
it. There is nothing fraudulent in this transaction. The only question involved 
(assuming, of course, that Mr. Shepard needed the file case) was whether it 
should have been paid for out of the appropriation under the control of the dis- 
bursing officer of the Post-Office Department or out of a similar appropriation 
under the control of the First Assistant Postmaster-General. It is neeKiless to say 
that in the audit of the postmaster's account this expenditure was considered not 
as for the use of the Washington City office, but as an item chargeable to the 
miscellaneous appropriation of the First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

Second. Concerning the case of Oliver H. Smith, who is referred to by Mr. Tul- 
loch as the intimate friend of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, as an official 
drawing two or three salaries, and as rendering no real service, I have only this 
to say: I found him on the roster of the office when I took charge of it; I was not 
responsible for his original appointment, and I have no reason to believe there was 
anything improper in it: he had drawn but one salary since my incumbency, and 
I have seen no cause whatever for discontinuing his services. He showed himself 
to be a man of ability, perfectly willing and even anxious to make himself useful, 
and he has been since constantly employed by me on necessary and important 
work. I regard him as one of the most valuable of my subordinates. 

Third. As to Nathan H. Baker, whom Mr. Tulloch also stigmatizes as a useless 
employee, this statement may be made: When I entered the office I found him on 
the rolls, drawing pay in two capacities, it is true, but not in violation of law, and 
amounting to only $1,300 per annum. Mr. Baker resigned, but subrequently 
reentered the office. He is not now in the Government service, but so long as he 
was under me he was usefully employed. 

Fourth. With the employment of Dr. John E. Jones, whom Mr. Tulloch refers 
to as an imnecessary official, I had nothing to do. Not long after my apx>ointment 
he resigned, and has not been connected with the office since. While with me he 
performed his duty faithfully and conscientiously. The office of physician, by 
the way, no longer exists here, having been abolished some time ago by your 
order, although the appointment of such an officer is authorized by law in post- 
offices of the magnitude of this. 

Fifth. As to the nine or ten persons taken on as cleaners and charwomen, to 
whose employment Mr. Tulloch takes indignant exception, the following are the 
facts: They were all appointed before I came into office. One of them. Miss 
Emma Janes, was dropped from the rolls some time before that. Fannie R. 
Winans never reported to me at all, and I had her dismissed from the date of my 
installment. Margaret S. Burke, W. Slenker. and Helen Fenton have never been 
upon the rolls since my appointment, nor have they received pay from me in any 
other way. The remaining five— Fannie Jeffrey, Laura E. Nevitt, Lizzie Crow- 
ther, Kate E. Whitesides, and Frances Daly — are all woithy women, and I saw no 
cause for removing them, especially as they were in needy circumstances and anx- 
ious to do their duty. One of them, Mrs. Nevitt, lon^ ago resigned; the rest of 
them are still here. They are certainly rendering daily service, and have been 
doing so ever since I took charge of the office. 

Sixth. The practice which Mr. Tulloch condemns, of employing a man. for 
example, as finance clerk and giving him a duty seemingly incompatible with that 
I)osition, I found in existence when I came into office. It extends, I am told, to 
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probably every large post-office in the United States. I have repeatedly called 
attention to it. There is no real abnse in it, however, the employees thus irregu- 
larly designated being all usefully employed. Mr. Tulloch himself admits that 
the men to whom he refers as being so engaged are good men and valuable offi- 
cials, who deserve the compensation they get. What is more, the law itself, as- 
laid down in section 298 of the Postal Regulations, fully authorizes the practice. 
The proper way to break it up, if it be considered desirable to do this, is not to 
change the designations of these employees so as to reduce their comx)ensations, for 
they are now getting no more than they deserve, but to recommend to Congress 
the immediate modification of the present unnecessary, absurd, and impracticable 
classification of post-office employees. 

Seventh. In connection with alleged abuses in the military postal service of Porto 
Rico, the offices in which were oi)erated as stations of the Washington office, I 
have nothing to say except that the final account of my predecessor, under whose 
administration, and not mine, the irregularities are said to have occurred, was 
properly rendered by me in his behalf after Mr. Tulloch had refused to give him 
the least assistance in the matter unless paid therefor $500, and that it was settled 
with the Auditor without material loss either to the sureties of the postmaster or 
to the Government. I notice, by the way, in another part of Mr. TuUoch's pax)er 
that he not only admits the story of this demand to be paid $500 by the late post- 
master but that he defends it as a righteous thing. Mr. Willett, himself, however, 
looked upon it very differently. He indignantly denounced it to me as a cold- 
blooded, avaricious projKMsition, and those who know Mr. Willett well, who were 
aware of the friendly relations existing for five years between him and his cashier, 
who felt as he did that voluntary and unrewarded help from the latter was to be 
expected, and who appreciated his keen mental distress at that time, with the 
shadow of death even then upon him, will, I think, be disposed to regard the prop- 
osition in the same way. 

Bather inconsistently, Mr. Tulloch says that he could not have helped Mr. Wil- 
lett, because he had no right to go into the cash room of the jjost-office and 
examine the papers. How, then, could he have expected to help if his $500 propo- 
sition had been accepted? Again he says that shortly before he and the assistant 
postmaster had so great a solicitude for Mr. Willett that they did not dare to 
communicate to him a piece of unpleasant news. Yet here we find him offering 
to take $500 of the postmaster's money for a service which every right-minded 
man must think he should gladly have rendered for nothing. In a word, while 
Mr. Willett was ill mentally and bodily, and in the depth of trouble, Mr. Tulloch, 
instead of aiding and sympathizing with him, '' preferred," as he says, *' to go to 
the seaside." 

Eighth. I come now to notice the things that Mr. Tulloch says of me person- 
ally — allegations that are mostly spiteful and puerile, and that seem to have no 
connection with the general scoi)e of his charges — allegations, too, that seem to 
grow out of angry disappointment that after holding the office of cashier for 
twenty-one years he was not permitted to hold it twenty-one years longer, or that 
being a rich and influential man he was required to give way to a poor one. 

Mr. Tulloch says that shortly after my selection was announced I informed a 
gentleman, who mentioned it to him, that "Tulloch had to go; that General 
Heath insisted upon it, and that no pressure brought to bear could save him." 
No such remark was ever uttered by me. Even if the story were true, however, 
there would be no apology due him for it. I had the right given me by the law 
to choose my cashier, and it seems to me to be in exceedingly bad taste, bordering 
on impudence, for Mr. TuUoch to contest this, and to insist upon his right to stay 
when I preferred some other man. 

Mr. Tulloch also complains that I appointed my " stepson," H. K. Van Alstyne, 
to the office of superintendent of the registry division of the post-office with a sal- 
ary of $2,200 per annum. Two points of this interesting statement are false. 
Mr. Van Alstyne is not my stepson — is. in fact, not even remotely related to me — 
and he never received $2,200 a year. He is now a clerk in the money-order divi- 
sion with a salary of $1,600. He took charge of the post-office at San Juan, for 
which he was amply qualified, having had four or five years' experience in one of 
the Presidential post-offices of this country, and he conducted its affairs creditably 
for nearly a year and without the loss of a dollar to the Government. 

Mr. Tulloch speaks also of me in rather an angry manner because I am, as he 
says, an ''outsider," and he urges quite irrelevantly that the postmaster of this 
office should be a ''local" man, and that all the offices under him should be 
^ven to local men. Feeling grateful for the kind manner in which I have been 
invariably treated by the i)eople of Washington, and understanding how natural 
it is that they should prefer their own citizens for all their local offices, I am not 
disposed to cavil at Mr. Tulloch's criticism so far as it affects me. On the con- 
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trary, if the realization of his wishes were practicable, I do not know but that in 
the main I shonld feel inclined to agree with him. But every man who reflects 
upon this matter can easily see tJiat such a thing can not be. The civil-service 
rules oi)en the door to all applicants for positions in the post-office, regardless of 
where they may come from, and there is no law that prevents an outsider from 
also coming into the postmastership. 

Out of 18 men who have filled this office since its establishment only 2 were 
bom here; the rest were outsiders, including Mr. Tulloch's father, who was one 
•of the worthiest. It is rather singular, however, that Mr. Tulloch should be so 
strenuous an advocate of this principle of home rule when he himself is an out- 
sider. He was originally brought here from a distant State and put into office 
without even an examination, and I am told that he is still an outsider, having 
been a resident and a citizen of Maryland for some years. It is somewhat odd, 
too, that he should condemn me for appointing my son cashier of the post-office 
when his own father appointed him to the same place. It is still more astonish- 
ing that he should look upon it as a wrong for me and " members of my house- 
hold" to have drawn $40,000 for services honestly rendered to the Government 
when he and his family have probably drawn in the same way nearly a hundred 
thousand. All these inconsistencies, however, may be understood when we come 
to analyze his motives. He is manifestly not the disinterested patriot he ostenta- 
tiously professes to be, anxious to better the methods and reform the abuses of 
the postal service; else why did he wait until he was put out of office, loaded up, 
as he seems to have been, with memoranda and copies of official papers made by 
him with untiring industry when he was still in. He is, on the contrary, a 
splenetic and disappointed man, whose self-esteem was badly hurt when he was 
removed from office, and whose eager desire for revenge has blinded his judgment 
and sense of fairness. 

In closing this rather lengthy letter I can not refrain from saying something — 
although it is rather out of place for me — about what have been called the dis- 
allowances by the Comptroller of the Treasury in the account of my predecessor 
for the quarter ending September 30, 1898, amounting to some $30,000 or $40,000, 
my intention in alluding to them being to assist in showing the absurdity of some 
of Mr. Tulloch's charges. These alleged disallowances were not such in reality. 
I have the Comptroller's letter before me, and I find that they were merely 
demands made by him for explanation as to certain items in the account which 
his expert eiKtminer had some doubt about, amounting to a very considerable 
sum. One item, for example, involved the payment of $2,409.84 to the special- 
delivery messengers of the office, the expert's objection to the expenditure being 
the absence of any specific appropriation for the service; but when the Comi)- 
troUer's attention was called to the fact that a similar expenditure had been made 
for years, and that the plain direction of the law required the Postmaster-General 
to pay special-delivery messengers for the service rendered by them — the law 
being regarded as a standing appropriation — the objection was withdrawn. 

Another item comprehended the payment of $74,769 to railway postal clerks 
whose runs began or ended in this city, the expert's objection being that snch 
expenditure was not for the use of the Washington City office; but once more the 
objection was overthrown by showing that such payments were made at many 
other large disbursing post-offices, that they had been so made time out of mind, 
and that they were specifically authorized by law. 

St^ other items, embodying the payment of nearly $35,000, were on account of 
the mail-bag and mail-lock repair shops in this city, the expert making the same 
objection as in the preceding case. But here again the exi)ert was shown to be in 
the wrong by the presentation of a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury writ- 
ten two years previously, positively refusing to authorize any arrangement whereby 
these payments could be made differently. 

But even if the Comptroller had formally disallowed these items, that would 
not of necessity have implied that the expenditures were wrong. Disallowances 
very frequently do not mean this. Sometimes the accounting officer himself may 
be in error; sometimes the expenditure may be authorized, but be in excess of the 
appropriation, which the postmaster knows nothing about; and still other things 
may exist to show that the expenditure involves no dishonesty or other fault. If 
this were not so, Mr. Tulloch himself could be shown to be badly at fault as the 
cashier of a former postmaster, who was very much astonished one day, after he 
went out of office in September, 1890, at being officially informed by the Auditor 
that owing to certain disallowances he was in debt to the Government over $52,000, 
and that he must deposit the money immediately — further investigation, however, 



showing that he was practically free of liability, 
very respectfully, 



John A. Mebritt, 

Postmaster. 
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Letter of Seymour W. Tidloch, June 3, 1903, to the Postmaster- 
General, 

WASHINGTON, D. C, June 3, 1903. 
Hon. H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- Oeneral, Washington, D. C. 
Sir: I beg to correct certain misrepresentations in the letter of 
Postmaster Merritt, making charges reflecting upon my official career. 
With regard to the innuendoes affecting me personally, I am willing 
to stand upon the record of twenty-one years' service and my pleasant 
relations with all employees, officials, and the public with whom I 
came in contact during that entire period. Even when I was com- 
pelled to be firm with " grafters " I was never discourteous. 

Mr. Merritt, at the time of my removal, expressed in writing sen- 
timents directly opposite to those which, in his replies, he now states 
actuated him. Let it be frankly admitted, however, that his replies 
represent the result of four yea,TS of overhauling of all my work, and 
in the spirit indicated, and what is the net result? He charges that 
quarterly pay rolls were required to be signed in blank, and that a 
"false voucher" was forwarded to the Auditor. 

The first charge, even were it true, must produce a smile in Wash- 
ington, where probably the greater portion of governmental employees 
sign pay rolls in blank. As a matter of fact, this custom, usual else- 
where, was prohibited by Postmaster Conger eighteen years ago. 

It is true, however, that railway postal clerks living at a distance 
or absent upon their runs and other employees expecting to be absent 
ui)on pay days requested at times as a personal favor the privilege of 
signing in advance, the pay roll or separate vouchers going to the 
Auditor, since no signature except that of the employee himself was 
permitted. This having been done, they were at liberty to designate 
in writing some person to sign the duplicate pay roll retained in the 
office. It is needless to state that at the time of payment all figures 
had previously been filled in on both pay rolls. Such a practice was 
for the accommodation of the employees, and at their special request 
each time. 

When making this innuendo of fraud, in order to discredit me, Mr. 
Merritt was well aware that all salaries are regulated by the Depart- 
ment and can not be changed either bj'^ the postmaster or any subor- 
dinate, and that all periods of service, checked by reports to the 
Civil Service Commission, are certified in writing by the proper offi- 
cials, making a false payment easily detected. 

The public press, however, has treated more seriously the second 
charge, that of a "false voucher," so-called. Mr. Merritt hesitated 
not to acknowledge that the transaction was directed by the postmaster, 
recognized by the assistant postmaster, and the money retained paid 
to persons duly designated. I do not see, therefore, that I am in any- 
way implicated, but Mr. Merritt could not resist the temptation to 
attempt to further discredit me. 
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What are the facts? A number of persons standing highest upon 
the civil-service record are appointed substitutes without pay. They 
report daily and take the place of absent employees, thus learning the 
duties of the office. Their sole remuneration is derived from the pay 
of clerks wliose places they temporarily fill. Cases arose in which 
clerks failed to pay their substitutes promptly, and the postmaster 
directed that previous to payment the receipt of the substitute for the 
amount due him should be placed in the pay envelope, the employee 
signing for the full amount, and the amount thus retained paid to the 
substitute by his division superintendent. The case specially cited 
by Mr. Merritt was, I believe, where an employee after a drunken spree 
was fined rather than dismissed, and the money was divided by his 
superintendent, Mr. Springer, among substitutes for services rendered. 
The cashier had nothing to do with it save to obey the written orders 
of his superiors. 

It is charged I should have reported irregularities. I did to the 
only persons I could, my immediate superiors and the inspectors of 
the Department. Nor would Mr. Merritt himself permit a subordinate 
to hold official relations over his head. 

The statement by Postmaster Merritt of appointments, promotions, 
and transfers in his office is limited, at your request, to the period of 
your administration. It might be interesting to know what was done 
previous to that time and while Mr. Heath was in office. 

May I ask why Mr. Merritt dwells so at length upon payments to 
railway postal clerks, carriers, etc., from local funds which nobody 
disputes, and carefully omits those special payments of traveling 
expenses of departmental officials and supplies to which attention 
was attracted, and w^hich Auditor Castle in his reply of the 22d ultimo 
stated "violated rules of correct accounting?" Hence the Auditor 
frequently suggests to the Department that certain expenditures 
should not be ordered paid by postmasters. 

Mr. Merritt would have the public believe I was mercenary with the 
late postmaster. Mr. Willett himself suggested he could obtain a 
special appropriation, and I named $500 as a fair price for settling 
his accounts, which would require over two months' time, stating, 
however, I would do it for him personally, if necessary, for nothing. 
He afterwards informed me that he had arranged with Mr. Beavers 
to have the work done by clerks in the office of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, as it related almost solely to accounts in Porto 
Rico. The balance was done by Mr. Merritt's force, who alone had 
proper access to all papers. Mr. Willett was friendly with me to the 
day of his death. 

Mr. Merritt need make no apology for removing me at the instance, 
had it been necessary, of General Heath. In spite of denial, I pre- 
fer to believe the gentleman who repeated his utterances to me. 

While Mr. Merritt denies that Mr. Van Alstyne, whom he appointed 
superintendent of the registry division, is in any way related to him, 
it was well known to every clerk in the office that Mr. Van Alstyne 
was a member of the postmaster's immediate household. 

I have no desire to engage in a controversy with Mr. Merritt, save 
as his charges affect my official record. In spite of his denials, it is 
well known that he has been largely influenced by departmental offi- 
cials in the administration of his office; and statements have come to 
me direct with regard to payments made to or suggested by certain 
persons for the location of postal substations in this city. 

In closing may I state that it has not been shown to the contrary in 
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any of the replies you have published that irregular payments were 
made from local funds instead of by the proper disbursing officer of 
the Department; that an attempt was made to cause all employees to 
bond under a single blanket bond with some favored company; that 
the regulations of the Department were violated in forcing a letter 
box — in which prominent officials were said to be interested — upon the 
public, even to the unauthorized use of the postmaster's authority and 
against his protest; that payments were directed for articles not deliv- 
ered ; that persons were paid two and three salaries and performed little 
or no service; that a physician was illegally appointed whose position 
was a sinecure (I have been told that a $300 operating table was pur- 
chased for private use and charged to the Department as postal fur- 
niture) ; that promotions were suggested upon proviso of division with 
high officials in the Department; that persons were appointed, from 
whom no service was required, upon a complimentary roll ; that arrears 
in Porto Rico were not fully recovered; that useless junkets were fre- 
quent to Porto Rico and Cuba; that persons paid from the military 
postal service had their salaries continued for months after ceasing 
all service, and that salaries were also continued after service had 
ceased to take up irregular expense? 

In spite of the statement of Comptroller Tracewell, I would say Mr. 
Gilmer was employed upon the account of December 31, 1898, when 
Deputy Auditor Lawshe personally removed the papers, stating that 
the Comptroller had promised no further investigation should be 
made. Mr. Tracewell admits, however, that a considerable amount 
of these irregular payments should not, by a strict construction of the 
law, have been allowed. "I stated squarely at the time," he says, 
"that I would pass those accounts only on condition that similar 
practices should not be repeated." 

And even Postmaster-General Smith admits in his reply of the 27th 
ultimo : 

" I should not be altogether candid if I did not say that in some cases I was not 
convinced of the necessity or propriety of the transactions." 

With regard to the reply of Mr. Heath all that is necessary is to 
compare my specific charges with his general denial. 

In spite of labored denials or the attempts to raise other issues in 
lieu of those actually made, I submit that my representations to the 
Post-Office Department remain in all essential particulars true, and 
that my statements, submitted in good faith after being out of the 
service four years, have not been disproved. 

I would also state that under no conditions would I have accepted 
office under Postmaster Merritt after my removal — I am not respon- 
sible for any action friends may have taken at the time without my 
knowledge — and there is no office within the gift of the Post-Office 
Department to-day which I would accept. 
Very respectfully, 

Seymour W. Tulloch. 
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Report of the inspectors on their mmual inspection of the Washington^ 
D. C, post-office, filed July 10, 1899, which is supplemented by a con- 
fidential report of Inspector in Charge Smith. 

Post-Office Department, 
Office of Post-Office Inspector, 

Washington, D. C, July 10, 1899. 
Capt. W. B. Smith, 

Inspector in Charge, Washington, D. C. 
Sir: We have the honor to transmit herewith Form 573, covering 
an inspection of the post-office at Washington, D. C, to include the 
business of June 30, 1899, on which date the office was transferred to 
Hon. John A. Merritt, the newly appointed postmaster. 

It will be observed that the outgoing postmaster, Mr. James P. Wil- 
lett, had on hand for delivery to his successor: 

Postage stamps and other stamped paper _> $195,819.72 

Money-order funds 8,286.26 

Key-deposit funds _ 134.80 

Key-forfeiture fund 102.62 

Credit has been given in the postal account for advances and 
expenditures for the military stations at Porto Rico as follows, viz: 

Value of stamped paper advanced _ _ _ $12,769.24 

Military postal service, miscellaneous _ 15, 063. 37 

Military service pay roll 30,259.56 

Amount suspended by Auditor on account of short payment of mail 
messenger _ _ 2. 69 

It is suggested that these accounts be promptly adjusted, more 
especially the item of postage stamps and stamped paper advanced to 
the following persons assigned to duty in connection with the postal 
service in that island, viz: 

McKenna $3,100.00 

Whitney 3,010.00 

Van Alstyne _ 3,100.00 

Graff 559.24 

Bristow 3,000.00 

Total 12,769.24 

Among the credit items will be found one of $50.30 classed as a 
'* miscellaneous account, Post-Office Department," which was found 
to cover the expenses of Mr. George W. Beavers, chief of salary and 
allowance division, on a trip to Philadelphia, Pa., and Hartford, Conn., 
and of G. D. Fisher, clerk in the same division, to Philadelphia, Scran- 
ton, and Wilkesbarre, Pa., on official business, and was paid by 
authority of the honorable First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

This item evidently should have been paid through the regular dis- 
bursing officer of the Post-Office Department, as it forms no part of 
the legitimate expenses of the Washington office. 

Another item is for $4,359.20 on account of rent paid for the sec- 
ond quarter of 1899. 
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Having ascertained that the annual rental of all the stations con- 
nected with the office was $7,800, or $1,950 quarterly, inquiry was made 
as to the balance charged, when it developed that the salaries of clerks 
in charge of substations had, since July 1, 1897, been carried into the 
postmaster's return under the head of rent, an irregularity liable to 
create confusion in adjusting the accounts. 

Items also appear under the head of mail-bag repair shop, $313; and 
mail-bag repair shop pay roll, $25,060.76; also mail-lock repair shop, 
$137; mail-lock repair shop payroll, $8,064.85. The expenses of these 
shops form no part of the business of the Washington office, and it 
should not be charged with disbursements which properly belong to 
the Department itself and which are payable from postal receipts. 
It would appear that some arrangement might be made to relieve the 
Washington office of these payments. 

REGISTRY DIVISION. 

For the twelve months ended May 31, 1899, this division dispatched 
945,740 pieces of registered matter. Of this number 858,593 were offi- 
cial or free matter, as against 87,147 pieces upon which postage and 
registry fee was paid, showing a difference between free and paid 
matter of 771,445 pieces. 

Much of the official matter sent out bearing the " registered " label 
is neither what would be termed registered or ordinary, but of a 
peculiar character. 

Large quantities of printed matter, public documents, maps, blank 
money-order forms, and packages of postage stamps are entered on 
the books under a registry number, where no record of transit is pro- 
vided for or return receipt required. 

Experience has demonstrated that at the office of delivery much of 
this matter is not recorded or receipted for, and efforts to trace such 
a parcel are often without result, owing to the fact that, in case of 
public documents, the senders are often unable to determine what 
was sent under a certain number, and the addressee, after removing 
and destroying the wrapper, can not state whether he received a cer- 
tain parcel or not. 

We would recommend that public documents be eliminated from 
registration, and that all other registered articles be treated in every 
particular as fully registered, and provide a record of transit as well 
as return receipt. 

The roster of the office shows that on June 30, 1899, 29 employees 
were borne on the rolls and paid on what has been known as the 
"military roll," while the "military roll" shows 34 names as having 
been paid by the cashier of the Washington post-office. 

We also found a " special roll of employees paid from miscellaneous 
allowance, said appointments being under control of the Post-Office 
Department." This roll consists of nine cleaners with salaries from 
$400 to $600, and one phj^sician at $1,700. Some of these " cleaners " 
appear to have performed very little service and others none at all. 
The duties of the physician appear to be to visit all employees reported 
sick and determine whether they are actually unable to perform their 
duties. We do not understand that he renders other service. 

At Station A (Georgetown) we found Robert V. Willett, a son of 
the postmaster, as an employee, but the superintendent of the station 
could give no information as to his salary. Inquiry at the main office 
disclosed that the young man was appointed as a laborer at the city 
post-office June 21, 1898, salary $600, and on July 1, 1898, as a 
mechanic at $2 per day for each working day, on what appears to 
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have been a special roll of the free-delivery service. The last appoint- 
ment 'Was canceled December 10, 1898, thus drawing two salaries from 
July 1 to December 10, 1898. On March 1, 1899, he was assigned to 
the military roll, at a salary of $1,300, and appears to have been 
performing service at Station A in this city. 

The case of N. H. Baker is of a similar nature, he having been des- 
ignated as a laborer on the post-office roll April 29, 1899, at $700 per 
annum, and on same date as a mechanic on the free-delivery roll at $2 
for each working day. 

There are seven stations and 42 substations attached to the Washing- 
ton office. All these were inspected between the 26th and 29th of June, 
1899. The stations were found in good copdition, well located, and 
the finances correct, with the exception of Station G, where the super- 
intendent had delivered 3,000 stamped envelopes without receiving 
payment, and a memorandum for $63.60 was found as part of his cash 
on hand. 

At Station A the superintendent states that he needs a new com- 
bined money-order and registry desk and iron railing around same. 
As this station is located in a building controlled by the Treasury 
Department, it is suggested that the matter be taken up with that 
Department. 

When Station E (Tenleytown) was established. Postmaster Willett 
required Mr. Charles A. Becker, who was appointed superintendent, 
to provide premises for the station, furnish fuel and light, purchase 
his own supplies, and furnish accommodations for carriers, for which 
a salary of $300 per annum was allowed. We recommend that Mr. 
Becker be allowed a credit of $200 under bond given, and his salary 
be increased to $400 per annum, the same compensation he was 
receiving prior to the establishment of the station. None of the sub- 
stations have a credit with the main office, using personal funds in 
purchasing the necessary supplies. Some of them sell over $40,000 
per year, and certainly those who are having large sales should be 
allowed a reasonable credit under the bond given. 

At substation No. 35 the clerk in charge, Mr. A. S. Daggett, has 
been using $40 of the money-order funds in purchase of postage 
stamps and other supplies. This has been with the knowledge of the 
inspector of stations, Mr. Homiller, who tacitly overlooked the 
irregularity. 

The account of lock-box keys at the main office and stations is cor- 
rect, with the exception of Station A (Georgetown), which is charged 
with 324 keys, while it actually has 381, an excess of 57. This error 
has been reported to the postmaster at Washington, D. C, and his 
books will be corrected accordingly. 

How this error originated is not positively known, but it probably 
occurred through some report of the Treasury custodian years ago. 

The cashier's office in the new post-office building is provided with a 
vault, but no fire and burglar proof safe, which is very much needed, 
and should be furnished as soon as possible. 

Such irregularities as have been noted in this report should receive 
prompt consideration by the Post-Office Department. 

We recommend that the case be closed. 

Very respectfully, F. E. Little, 

s. g. hooton, 
John W. Bulla, 
d. c. owings, 
W. J. Maxwell, 

Post-Office Inspectors. 
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Confidential report of Inspector in Charge Smith on the condition of 
the Washington, D. C, post-office, filed Jvly 6, 1899, 

Post-Office Department, 
Office of Post-Office Inspectors, 

Washington Division, 
Washington, D. C, July 6, 1899, 
Hon. W. E. Cochran, 

Chief Post-Office Inspector, Washington, D, C, 
Sir: In connection with the inspection of the Washington, D. C, 
post-office, made June 27, 28, 29, and 30, 1899, I desire to submit the 
following confidential report, which sets forth certain irregularities 
discovered by me, which in my judgment indicate a condition of 
affairs demanding an immediate, thorough, and exhaustive investi- 
gation. 

irregularities in connection with services performed by 
military postal clerks. 

Edward S. Allen, — Appointed March 15, 1899, at $1,400 per annum, 
as expert mechanic on military roll. 

It appears that this party is engaged in traveling and testing can- 
celing machines in the United States. 

N, A, Cummings. — August 22, 1898, transferred to military roll, at 
1900, and detailed to Post-Office Department, salar}'^ and allowance 
division; January 17, 1899, promoted to $1,000, to date from Janu- 
ary 1, 1899. 

D, M. Monroe. — April 1, 1899, placed on military roll by the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General and reported to him for assignment. 

It is not known where this party is performing service, but it is 
supposed to be at the Post-Office Department. 

Frank E, Jlft^rrai/.— September 21, 1898, appointed at $1,000, mili- 
tary roll, and performing services at Post-Office Department. 

None of the above-named parties appear to have performed any 
service in connection with military postal matters, and no good reason 
appears either for their original appointment or continuance on the 
roll. 

January 8 and 10, 1899, First Assistant Postmaster-General, by 
letter, transferred 20 clerks from clerk's roll to military roll. I under- 
stand that most of those clerks are at present performing dut}'^ in the 
Washington, D. C, post-office. (See copy of letter from Acting First 
Assistant Postmaster-General attached. See Comptroller's letter, 
p. 42.) 

January 3, 1899. 

From January 1, 1899, the last 20 regular clerks appointed in your office will be 
paid from the military appropriation. You are requested to forward a report on 
form A-45, showing the names of those 20 clerks, in order that the same may be 
temporarily dropp^ from your regular clerk-hire roll. 

Geo. M. Allen, 
Acting First Assistant Postmaster-Oeneral 



Digitized by 



Google 



278 INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEFT. 
DISALLOWANCE OP THE ACCOUNT OF W. S. LARNER. 

W. S. Larner, a military postal clerk, was paid by the cashier of 
the Washington, D. C, post-office, under protest, the sum of $118.93, 
which sum was subsequentlj'^ disallowed by the Auditor of the Treas- 
urj'^ on January 4, 1899. The full details of this transaction are set 
forth in attached letter from the cashier to the postmaster, dated 
Februarys, 1899: 

Washington, D. C, February 8, 1899. 
Hon. James P. Willett, 

Postmaster, Washington, D, C 

Sir: On the Ist day of November, 1898. by direction of the First Assistant Post- 
master-General, salary and allowance division, ''A. C," October 31, 1898, this 
office paid Mr. Winfield Scott Lamer, late military postal service, traveling 
expenses to Porto Rico and return as follows: 

Account quarter ended September 30, 1898 _ $53. 76 

Account quarter ended December 31, 1898 _ _ . . 57. 01 

Total 110.77 

The voucher for the quarter ended September 30, 1898, was forwarded to the 
Auditor for the Post-Office Department with the postal account of that quarter. 

November 29, 1898, an unsigned letter bearing the initials **G. W. B." was 
forwarded from the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and 
allowance division, directing the payment of Mr. Lamer's salary up to and 
including November 15, 1898. 

It was thought best to return the letter for signature, and the attention of the 
salary and allowance division was called to the omission, and this office was 
advised as follows: ** Do not pay Lamer after October 31 until otherwise advised." 

November 30, 1898, the First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and allow- 
ance division, *' A. T.," wrote as follows: 

" Referring to my communication of the 29th instant, directing you to pay the 
salary due W. S. Larner up to and including November 15, 1898, you are hereby 
authorized to pay him only to October 31, 1898, from which date his services 
terminate." 

December 8, 1898, the First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and allow- 
ance division, A. T., wrote as follows: 

" Referring to my letter of the 7th instant, authorizing you to pay the salary of 
W. S. Lamer, a clerk in the military postal service in Porto Rico, up to and 
including October 31, 1898, you are hereby authorized to pay his salary to Novem- 
ber 15 instead of October 31, at the rate of $1,200 per annum. This will entitle 
him to $48.91 for the fifteen days ended November 15. From this amount, how- 
ever, you will deduct $14, as follows: 

For meals on board steamer Seneca August 31, 1898, to September 7, 1898 $12 

One bath tub for use of postal committee 2 

these itema having been disallowed in Mr. Lamer's account which you were 
authorized to pay under date of October 31, 1898. This will leave a balance due 
Mr. Lamer of $34.91. 
•* Mr. Lamer's services terminated on November 15, 1898." 
Upon the receipt of this letter the vouchers of Mr. Lamer on account quarter 
ended December 31, 1898, were immediately forwarded to the Auditor for the 
Post-Office Department, requesting an examination of the same, **in order that 
final payment may be made Mr. Lamer on his salary account." 

Before this request reached the Auditor this office received next day the fol- 
lowing: 

** Auditor for the Post-OfficE Department, D. W. D., 

''December 10,1898. 
** Referring to vouchers for expenditures made on account of the military 
postal service in Porto Rico, submitted with your postal account for the quarter 
ended September 30, 1898, you are requested to advise whether the item specified 
below is stated in standard United States money or in local currency. If in 
the latter, the voucher should be reduced to their equivalents in United States 
money and payments made on that basis. * * * 
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"Voucher No. 46, W. S. Larner, $53.76: The item for express charges, $2.50, 
Exhibit M; cab hire, September 7 to 30, $7.50; and incidental expenses August 30 
to September 30, $10; amounting in all to $20. Mr. Lamer shorQd be required to 
submit a detailed statement of expenditures amounting to $10 for which he does 
not furnish vouchers." 

Some hours after the receipt of the above I was obliged to leave the office for a 
while, and left instructions that if Mr. Lamer called during my absence he was 
to be informed that no final payment could be made him until his expense account 
was adjusted by the Auditor, as he would be not only required to furnish the 
information called for by the Auditor in the letter of December 10, just received, 
but such additional information as might and would be required in similar items 
contained in his account of December 31, 1898. 

During my absence Mr. Lamer called and refused to wait for the reply from 
the Aufitor and demanded an immediate settlement, which being refused, he 
proceeded to the Post-Office Department with reference to the matter. 

Yon were confined to the house at the time by sickness, and the assistant post- 
master received a telephone from the Department requesting to know why Mr. 
Lamer could not receive the salary authorized to be paid him. Response was 
made that the cashier did not care to make a final settlement with Mr. Lamer 
until he had ascertained the items in his account disallowed by the Auditor, or 
what correction might be necessary before the same could be audited. 

The assistant postmaster was informed *' that this office held a letter from the 
First Assistant Postmaster-Q^neral directing payment to be made Mr. Lamer, 
and if that was not good enough perhaps it could obey one signed by the Post- 
master-General. ' ' 

The assistant postmaster called the matter to the attention of the office of the 
cashier and was informed that if payment was desired by him under the circum- 
stances it would be made under protest and only under written instruction. 

Mr. Lamer thereupon again demanded the amount claimed to be due him. He 
refused to receipt for the same at the rate of $1,200 per annum, claiming that he 
was to be i>aid at the rate of $1,400 and had so arranged with the Post-Office 
Department. 

^tisfactory instructions in writing having been received from the assistant 
postmastey , Mr. Lamer was thereupon paid at the rate of $1,400 per annum for 
the period November 1 to 15, less $14 disallowed. 

The Auditor for the Post-Office Department replied on the 13th day of Decem- 
ber. 1898, " D. W. D.," as follows: 

" Your letter of the 9th instant, inclosing letter of W. Scott Lamer, military pos- 
tal service, for the quarter ending December 81, 1898, is received. In returning it 
you are advised that a preliminary examination shows the voucher to be in proper 
form except that the claim for subsistence, $10.50, from October 4 to October 11, 
should specify the place or places where this sum was expended, and the item of 
$10.00, for expenses from O^ctober 1 to 24, for which no vouchers were obtainable, 
should be accompanied by a detailed statement covering this amount." ♦ ♦ ♦ 

December 12 and 14, 1898, Mr. Lamer was requested to call at this office and 
furnish the information required by the Auditor, and return the $8.16 overpay- 
ment on account of salary obtained by misrepresentation. 

December 16, 1898, this office was informed by Mrs. Lamer that Mr. Lamer 
was *' out of town for a few weeks and probably will not be able to attend to mat- 
ters relative to your letters of December 12 and 14." Mi*s. Lamer was immedi- 
ately requested to ** forward all correspondence to Mr. Lamer, as the audit of the 
accounts of this office is delayed until the certificates and amount in question can 
be obtained." 

No answer, to this date, has been received, though I have been informed that 
Mr. Lamer has returned to this city and has been here for some time. 

January 4, 1899, the Auditor for the Treasury disallowed the account of Mr. 
Lamer for the quarter ended September 30, 1898, pending the compliance with 
his demands, as he will also do with reference to the voucher account of quarter 
ended December 31, 1898. 

As the office of the cashier paid the amounts in question under protest, in pur- 
suance of written instructions, there will be suspended against yourself and your 
bond- 
On account of September 30, 1898 - $53.76 

Onaccountof December 31, 1898 57.01 

On account salary to November 15, 1898 8. 16 

Total 118.93 
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Subject to such credits as may be ultimately obtained from the Auditor for the 
Post-Office Dei)artment on account of the vouchers submitted by Mr. Lamer. 
Very respectfully, 

, Cashier, 

Payment for bonds of military postal clerks, 

August 11, 1898, authority from office of First Assistant Postmaster-Gen- 
eral to expend for premium on bond of Qrenville M. Hunt and stamp on 
bond of N. A. Smith $25.50 

August 26, 1898, authority to expend for premium on bond of Whitney, Mc- 
Kenna, and Van Alstyn 61. 50 

September 17, 1898, authority to expend for premium on bond of H. C. 
Graff 20.50 

October 31 , 1898, authority to expend for premium on bond of S. P. Bristow. 20. 50 

October 81, 1898, authority to expend for premium on bond of H. P. Love- 
land and H. Clayton Graff 41.00 

January 3, 1899, authority to expend for premium on bond of 85 employees. 224. 15 

These expenditures appear to have been made without authority of 
law, as expenses of official bonds are not chargeable to the United 
States. (See Comptroller's letter, p. 40, last line.) 

MILITARY POSTAL SERVICE. 

Purchase of the following items was authorized on the dates below: 

February 3, 1899, bill of M. D. Helm, 3,500 pounds of jute twine, at 

$0.0665 per pound __ .._ $232.75 

February 23, 1899, traveling expenses of L. J. Robinson from Appleton, 

Wis., to Washington, D. C 23.00 

February 7, 1899. biU of John C. Parker for stationery 96. 45 

March 2, 1899, bill of R. Carter Ballantyne 82.69 

March 2, 1899, bill of R. P. Andrews & Co 23.50 

March 28, 1899, bill of J. C.Parker, 24 cuspidors 24.00 

March 28, 1899, bill of M. D. Helm, 542 pounds twine, $0.0665 per pound. 36.04 

March 7, 1899, bill of Corry Jones, letter scales 40.50 

March 28, 1899, bill of A. O. Nash, stationery 28.75 

March 31, 1899. bill of Mosler Safe Co., 1 safe 300.00 

March 31 , 1899. bill of Ault Wiborg Co. , canceling ink 54. 00 

May 5 and 6, 1899, bill of J. Holt Livingston for furniture, Porto Rico 

(question as to competition, prices appear to be high) 509. 10 

May 5, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for stationery _ 43.90 

April 27, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for stationery 256.30 

April 27, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for stationery 30.00 

April 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for 2 sets 2.00 

April 10, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker 13.50 

Postal service: 

April 10, 1899, bill of J. C.Parker : 10.00 

April 27, 1899, bill of George W. Cobb, jr., for furniture shipped to 

Porto Rico 1,116.60 

May 6, 1899, bill of Q. W. Cobb for furniture 617.50 

May 6, 1899, bill of C. S. Braisted, 475 dozen pencils, blue, 8.5 40. 37 

May 12, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for stationery _ 90.00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker, six clocks, $12.50 75. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker, Smith Premier typewriter 100. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker, typewriter cabinet 25. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker, chair 7.00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker, copyholder 2.00 

May 22, 1889, bill of J. C. Parker, dictionary holder 5. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker, 12 bill files 1.75 

May 22, 1899. bill of J. C. Parker, 5,000 sheets Crane's typewriter !»• 

per, at $3 13.00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for stationery 119.50 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for stationery 52.00 
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Postal service — Continned. 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker for engraving plate and printing 

400 official cards ._. $5.25 

May 22, 1899, bill of Q. W. Cobb, jr. , 3 washstands, a $40 each 120. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of G. W. Cobb, jr. , 1 Densmore typewriter 97. 00 

June 3, 1899, bill of J. Holt Livingston for furniture 219. 80 

May 23, 1899, bill of M. D. Helm for printers' machine, type, and 

general supplies _ 2, 041. 80 

May 26, 1899. bill of J. C. Parker, file boxes, rivel stamp racks, cau- 
tion cards 92. 25 

June 19, 1899, bill of J. Holt Livingston, post-office boxes, fixtures, 

and furniture, contracted for _ 1,725.00 

June 15, 1899, bill of Yale & Towne Manufajturing Com [any, fur- 
niture shipped to Porto Rico _ _ 375. 00 

Total - 8,750.70 

Whether or not the foregoing items were purchased in the open 

market or as the result of competitive bids I am not able to say, but 

the prices paid for some of the articles enumerated, such as wash- 

. stands at $40 each, appear to be highly excessive and lead to the 

belief that the feature of competition did not enter into the transaction. 

ADDITIONAL IRREGULARITIES IN CONNECTION WITH PAY ROLLS OF 
THE CLERKS AND LABORERS. 

Nathan H. Baker. — Appointed April 29, 1899, as a laborer at $700 
per annum, and also paid as a mechanic at $2 per day, except Sundaj^s. 

Margaret 8, Burke, — December 1, 1898, appointed at $600. Dropped 
April 8, 1899. Performed no service. 

Oilmer Colson. — December 6, 1898, appointed laborer by First 
Assistant Postmaster-General. Supposed to be employed in the Post- 
OflBce Department; performed no duty in the city post-office. 

R. W, B. Dorsey,— October 22, 1898, appointed laborer, at $600, by 
First Assistant Postmaster-General. October 26, 1898, promoted to 
$700 from date of appointment. Dropped November 11, 1898, by 
First Assistant Postmaster- General. 

Oscar Durante. — Appointed September 6, 1898, military postal serv- 
ice, at $1,400 and expenses. Services ceased April 30, 1899. Paid 
salary of $902.88; expenses, $187.25. No service was performed by 
Mr. Durante from January 1, 1899, to April 30, 1899. 

Dr. J. E. Jones. — September 3, 1898, appointed physician, at $1,700 
per annum, for ninety days from September 6, 1898. December 21, 
1898, his services were directed to be continued until further orders, 
since which time he has been continually employed as "physician to 
the Washington, D. C, post-office." This appointment appears to be 
entirel}^ unwarranted, as no provision of law can bo found authorizing 
such appointment. (See C. L., p. 24, line 5, and C. L., p. 33, art. 12.) 

Robert V. Willett, son of the late postmaster, was appointed laborer 
June 21, 1898, at $600 per annum, by order of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General; also appointed a mechanic at $2 a day on July 1, 
1898, and was allowed three items aggregating $46.15 for expenses 
incurred at Camp Alger before his appointment as military postal 
clerk at $1,200, which occurred March 1, 1899, at whch time he was 
assigned to duty at the Georgetown station, and was carried on the 
roll until the end of the fiscal year, June 30, 1899. (See Comptroller's 
letter, p. 34, line 13; p. 38, *' pay roll of 8 mechanics;" p. 39, line 27; 
p. 40, lines 1 and 8.) 

H. V. Willett, another son of the late postmaster, was also appointed 
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military postal clerk on September 9, 1898, at $1,200, assigned to duty 
in the cashier's room of the Washington, D. C, citj^ post-office, and 
was carried on the roll until June 30, 1899. 

IRREGULARITY IN THE APPOINTMENT, COMPENSATION, AND PROMOTION 

OF OLIVER H. SMITH. 

November 20^ 1897, — Authority from First Assistant Postmaster- 
General's Office making allowance of $600 per annum to provide for 
the appointment of Oliver II. Smith as a laborer, and in said authority 
statement is made that the free-delivery division will also make an 
allowance of $2 per day to cover car fares and incidental expenses. 
(Smith reported November 23. ) 

December 15^ 1897. — First Assistant's Office states that Oliver H. 
Smith has been detailed to assist in repairing, painting, and erecting 
street letter boxes, and that "he will be paid through your office at the 
rate of $2 per day for every working day, commencing November 23." 

March 11^ 1896. — Authority from the First Assistant's office to pay 
the sum of $30 to Oliver H. Smith for car fare in connection with the 
inspection of various stations and substations from March 1 to June 
30, 1898. 

August S, 1898, — Authority from the First Assistant's office for the 
payment of necessary expenses of Smith incurred during July, 1898, 
for car fare, wagon hire, and meals in connection with handling mili- 
tary mail at Falls Church, Va., $15.60. 

September S^ 1898. — Authority from First Assistant's office for pay- 
ment of $12 on account of transportation, handling mail, meals, etc., 
during the month of August, 1898. 

It appears from the records in the cashier's room of the Washing- 
ton, D. C, post-office that, acting upon the authorization above cited, 
this man drew pay from November 23, 1897, to November 30, 1898, as 
follows: 

First. The sum of $600 from the appropriation for clerk hire 
(although appointed as laborer). 

Second. Two dollars per diem for every working day on the 
mechanics' roll. 

Third. Was paid an average of $7.50 per month for car- fare during 
the entire time. 

Fourth. Was also granted, in addition to all this, two separate 
items for expenses at Camp Alger, one $15.60, the other $12. 

Showing approximately that his compensation for one year was 
$1,340.60. 

No one has certified to the actual time Mr. Smith was employed dur- 
ing the year, nor has any statement been attached to his pay vouch- 
ers showing what particular services he rendered in return for his 
compensation. This party was continued in the dual capacity of 
clerk and mechanic until April 1, 1899, when he was promoted to 
finance clerk, at $1,700 per annum. By what authority of law his 
original appointment or subsequent jjromotion was made I do not 
know. 

In connection with this matter I desire to invite your attention to 
an attached copj'^ of a letter dated December 20, 1898, from the cashier 
of the Washington, D. C, post-office, addressed to James P, Willett, 
postmaster, protesting as to irregularities in connection with Smith's 
appointment and payment. (Also see Comptroller's letter, p. 34, line 
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12; p. 35, line 18; p. 37, line 24, and p. 40, line 2; also p. 38, " Pay roll 
of 8 mechanics.") 

December 30, 1898. 
Mr. James P. Willett, 

Postmaster, Washington, D. C, 

Sir: I desire to make a report with reference to an unpleasant occurrence which 
took place yesterday afternoon in the office of the cashier. 

Mr. W. Scott Towers and Mr. Oliver H. Smith called together, and, as I sup- 
posed, in a friendly way. Mr. Smith said he wanted to get his money, meaning 
his per diem service of $2 as a mechanic, free-delivery service. I informed him 
I had no authority to pay him, and reminded him I had told him a few days 
before that it would be necessary for him to obtain the usual letter from the Post- 
Office Department. Mr. Smith stated that General Heath said I did not need 
any more authority than I already had. I repeated I could not pay him, as I had 
no authority for the payment. To my surprise Mr. Towers here stated, '* That is 
your answer, then. General Heath wants to know why you don't pay Mr. Smith, 
and has directed me to come here and find out and report to him," or words to 
that effect. 

I immediately realized that Mr. Towers was present on puri)ose as a witness to 
the conversation with Mr. Smith on behalf of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, and replied that I would furnish General Heath with a full statement of 
Mr. Smith's case, but such requests should come through the postmaster. Mr. 
Towers said, ** Shall I report, then, to General Heath you refuse to give him the 
information?" I stated I was under no obligations to take orders from Mr. Towers 
nor communicate with the Department through him, but I would write a state- 
ment and deliver it to the acting postmaster, you having left the building. Mr. 
Towers then made an effort to telephone the First Assistant Postmaster-General, 
but without effect. 

Mr. Towers then stated he was in General Heath's room at the Department when 
Mr. Smith called and reported he could not get his money. General Heath then 
called up the salary and allowance division and was informed that no further 
authority was needed. General Heath had told him to come down with Mr. Smith 
and see why he could not get his pay. 

When I saw that Mr. Towers was under the influence of liquor and disposed to 
be abusive, and as it was possible for a misunderstanding, I tried to close the 
matter upas soon as possible, and showed Mr. Smith and himself the papers in the 
case; informed him that Mr. Smith was paid from two or three separate sources; 
that the salary and allowance division had nothing to do with the amount in ques- 
tion, payments from that source being duly authorized; that it was a specific pay- 
ment authorized from time to time by the free-delivery system, and hence General 
Heath's misunderstanding. They soon afterwards departed. 

Mr. Towers claimed I was insulting. As to that, the following persons were 
present during the interview: Major Anderson, Mr. Duval, Charles Jackson, Miss 
Brown, and Mr. A. J. Hensey. 

Should the matter be brought to your attention, I desire to make the following 
report upon the case of Mr. Smith: 

Mr. Smith was appointed by General Heath, First Assistant Postmaster-Gen- 
eral, November 20, 1897, " A. S.," salary and allowance division, as follows: 

" I have this day allowed you $600 per annum to provide for the appointment 
of Oliver H. Smith as laborer at the several stations connected with your office. 
Mr. Smith will act in a dual capacity, serving both clerks and earners. The free- 
delivery division will also make an allowance of $2 per day to cover car fares and 
incidental expenses for Mr. Smith, who is, I believe, to report to you on the morn- 
ing of the 23d instant. This is the gentleman whose appointment has been fre- 
quently recommended by you. ' ' 

Under date of December 15, 1897, *'F-1270-L," free-delivery system. General 
Heath wrote as follows: 

**Mr. Oliver H. Smith has been detailed to assist in repairing, painting, and 
erecting street letter boxes. He will be paid through your office, at the rate of $2 
per day for every working day, commencing November 23. At the end of each 
quarter you will notify this office of the amount paid Mr. Smith and the number 
of days he has been employed, so that certificate may be sent to the Auditor." 

The legality of the above authorizations is open to question, as in the first he is 
appointed a laborer and paid from the allowance for ** clerk hire; " in the second 
he is paid as per diem mechanic from the allowance for repairing street letter 
boxes. A person faithfully performing the duties of the one would be unable to 
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devote full time to the other. No one in the office seems desirous of keeping Mr. 
Smith's time or reporting same to the office of the cashier. 

Notwithstanding the language of the appointment of Mr. Smith in the letter of 
November 20, 1897, the following allowance was made by General Heath, March 
11. 1898, "A. W.," salary and allowance division: 

"Your lump-sum allowance for miscellaneous purposes has this day been 
increased in the sum of $30 to provide for the payncient of car fare for Mr. Oliver 
H. Smith, in connection with the inspection of various stations and substations of 
your office from March 1 to June 30, 1898, in accordance with your request of the 
10th instant." 

In accordance with the above authorizations, Mr. Smith has been paid in full on 
account *' clerk hire" to November 30, 1898, with an advance on account of 
December of $20 as a per diem mechanic to September 30, 1898; for car fare $52.50 
to September 30, 1898. the allowance of March 11, 1898, having been continued by 
General Heath, October 4, 1898, "A. W.," salary and allowance division. 

October 29, 1898, the Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, '*F-2880-L," 
free-delivery system, wrote as follows: 

'• This will be your authority to pay the mechanics at your office for services 
performed in connection with painting, repairing, and erecting street letter boxes 
during the month of October, as follows: Oliver H. Smith, $52." ♦ ♦ ♦ Here 
follow the names and amounts of the other five mechanics. 

November 16, 1898, the Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, " F-2939-L," 
free-delivery system, wrote as follows: 

"You will pay Messrs. Oliver H. Smith and Robert V. Willett, letter-box 
painters at your office, at the rate of $2 per day for services performed during the 
first half of November. On the 20th instant certificate covering pay for the entire 
month will be sent to the Auditor." 

It will be seen from the two foregoing letters that since the 1st of October spe- 
cific instructions have been forwarded for payments to Mr. Smith in each instance. 

During the past summer Mr. Smith was in service at Camp Alger, Virginia, 
military postal station. August 10, 1898, he rendered under oath the following 
statement as a ** true and accurate account," which was paid by order of G^nenS 
Heath, August 8, 1898, *'A. W.," salary and allowance division, from appropria- 
tion for military postal service: 

"Necessary expenses incurred during July, 1898, for car fare, wagon hire, and 
meals in connection with handling military mail at Falls Church, $15.60." 

September 8, 1898, he was paid under oath the following account, authorized 
**A. G.," September 8, 1898, salary and allowance division, from appropriation 
for military postal service: 

* ' Transportation, mails, and handling military mail at Camp Alger postal station 
for the month of August, 1898, $12." 

While so engaged it is difficult to see how his per diem expenses as a mechanic 
repairing street letter boxes was earned, yet payment was directed by General 
Heath, "F-2636-L," October 8, 1898, free-delivery system, as follows: 

" I have yours of the 3d. This will be your authority to pay O. H. Smith $158 
for painting, repairing, and erecting street letter boxes during the quarter ended 
September 30, 1898. Certificate will be sent to the auditor." 

Mr. Smith was also paid under oath the following account, authorized **A. W.,' 
October 4, 1898, salary and allowance division, being the continuance of that of 
March 11, 1898: 

*' To expense for street-car fares for quarter ending September 30, 1898, $22.50." 
Most of that time was spent at Camp Alger. 

Mr. Smith was absent in Indiana for two or three weeks about election time; 
nevertheless, he drew his full per diem as a mechanic repairing street letter boxes. 
Per diem employees are not usually entitled to leave of absence under pay. Yet 
he was paid by order of General Heath, November 29, 1898, '*F-2985-L," free- 
delivery system, as follows: 

" This will be your authority to pay mechanics employed at your office for serv- 
ices performed during the month of November, as follows: Oliver H. Smith, 
$52, etc." 

The following letter is on file in this office. First Assistant Postmaster-General, 
December 5, 1898, '*F-2967-L," free-delivery system, addressed to Mr. A. B. 
Coleman: 

•' Owing to the exhaustion of the amount of money set aside for painting and 
repairing letter boxes during the current fiscal year. I am compelled to discontinue 
the services of the letter-box painters with the close of business December 10 
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As has been shown, each x)ayment to Mr. Smith since October 1 has been spe- 
cifically authorized before payment, and as the appropriation is exhausted after 
December 10. and the services of the letter-box pamters were to be discontinued 
with that date, I did not deem it advisable to make any payment to Mr. Smith 
until further advised. 

Owing to the peculiar dual position of payments of Mr. Smith, and the possi- 
bility of one or the other series of payments being yet disallowed by the Auditor 
for tiie Post-Office Department, amcunting to several hundred dollars, and which 
disallowance would be held against your bondsman and yourself personally, until 
relieved either by an act of Congress or a suitable defense in a court of law, should 
suit be instituted to recover same, as is required of the Auditor by statute. I have 
taken all precaution possible under the circumstances to keep the record of the 
cashier's office complete, and to make no payments to Mr. Smith except upon the 
written authority of your superior officers. 

I regret that such an incident occurred, and that the Department did not com- 
municate with you through the regrular channels, and so have avoided any possible 
misnnderstandmg or misrepresentation with respect to the subject. 
Very respectfully, 



Cashier, 
MISCELLANEOUS. 

The following vouchers were authorized to be paid by the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General's Office under dates as appear below: 

July 22. 1898, expenses of Perry S. Heath and George W. Beavers, incurred 
in visiting Philadelphia and New York on official business $87. 25 

August 10, 1898, expenses of George W. Beavers, official business at Newark, 
N.J.. _ 8.70 

September 30, 1898, expenses of George W. Beavers, traveling on official 
business _ 17.75 

October 13, 1898, expenses of George W. Beavers, traveling on official 
business 42. 35 

December 19, 1898, expenses of George W. Beavers, on postal tubes and can- 
celing machine 11. 00 

February 10, 1899, expenses of George W. Beavers, New York 12. 80 

March 13, 1899, expenses of George W. Beavers, Massachusetts 17. 30 

May 15, 1899, expenses of George W. Beavers, Philadelphia and Hartford. 20. 15 

Total (Beaver's expenses ) 130. 05 

May 16, 1898, expenses of G. D. Fisher (salary and allowance division) , at 
Philadelphia, Scranton, and Wilkesbarre, Pa _ 30.15 

July 26, 1898, eacpenses of M. W. Louis and Blain W. Taylor in traveling 
on official business 50. 15 

September 21, 1898, expenses of M. W. Louis and Blain W. Taylor in trav- 
eling on official business 34. 75 

March 31 , 1898, expenses of M. W. Louis (supply division) , Brooklyn, N. Y. 23. 15 

October 20, 1898, expenses of James A. Sullivan, employed on first and sec- 
ond class offices 54. 07 

October 21, 1898, expenses of Force & Co., for numbering machines, salary 
and allowance division 4. 75 

November 3, 1898, expenses of G. A. Flad, transportation from Washing- 
ton, D. C. , to Cleveland, Ohio, and return (safe and lock expert) 34. 40 

November 3, 1898, expenses of A. S. Riddle, for inspection of post-office 
safes, aeveland, Ohio 10.25 

These vouchers of expenses do not appear to be itemized in a proper 
manner nor is the necessity for the expenditure of this money by the 
Washington City post-office apparent. A full and complete explana- 
tion should be made, especiallj^ as many of the parties drawing money 
on these accounts are officials or clerks receiving salary from the 
Post-Office Department. 

(In pencil: See Comptroller's letter, p. 35, '* Traveling expenses.") 

S. Doc. 151 19 
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CLEANERS. 

The following-named persons were placed on the pay roll of the 
Washington, D. C, post-office and designated as cleaners, under 
authority of the First Assistant Postmaster- General, to be charged to 
the appropriation for miscellaneous expenses: 

Per annum. 

July 27, 1898. Emma Janes _... $600 

Jnly 27, 1898. Fannie R. Winans 600 

September 6, 1898, Fannie L. Jeffrey --. 600 

September 7, 1898, Laura A. Nevitt 600 

January 9, 1899, Lizzie Crowtber 400 

January 25, 1899, Frances Daly 480 

March 14, 1899, Mrs. Helen Fenton... 600 

I find that the above-named parties are on the pay roll of the Wash- 
ington, D. C, post-office and have received pay from the date of their 
appointment to the date of inspt:ction of said office, June 30, 1899. 
Upon making inquirj^ of the postmaster as to the nature of the serv- 
ices performed by these parties and where they were employed, he was 
unable to give any information on the subject, nor was anyone con- 
nected with the Washington, D. C, post-office able to give any infor- 
mation as to where they were employed or the nature of their work. 
I am of the opinion that practically no service whatever has been ren- 
dered for the money expended as above stated. (See Comptroller's 
letter, p. 35, from line 6 to 17, inclusive.) 

LEASE. 

By the terms of a lease executed July 28, 1897, by the Union Building 
Company, of Washington, D. C, and b\ the Postmaster- General, 
September 13, 1897, the premises on G street, heretofore leased by the 
Post-Office Department for the main office, Washington, D. C, was 
leased for the period of one year from and after October 1, 1897, for 
the sum of $20,000 per annum, payable monthly, with the privilege to 
cancel same to take effect May 1, 1898, by giving three months' notice. 
To be canceled at the option of the Postmaster- General by notice in 
writifig to the owners. 

On July 14, 1898, the postmaster at Washington, D. C, was author- 
ized by the Fii'st Assistant Postmaster-General to pay rental monthly 
at the' rate of $22,500 from July 1, 1898, until otherwise directed. 
This authority date<l back overlapping the term of the lease three 
months, i-esulting in a loss to the Government from July 1 to Septem- 
ber 30, 1898, of $625, the difference between $20,000, as called for by 
the lease, which did not expire until October 1, 1898, and $22,500, as 
authorized to be paid by the First Assistant Postmaster-General. In 
addition thereto the city post office was moved to its new quarters on 
the 30th of November, 1898, but rental for these premises was con- 
tinued and paid until the 1st day of January, 1899, at the rate of 
$22,500 per annum, thus showing a further sum of $1,895.38, which 
was paid for the month of December, or a total of $2,520.38. (In 
pencil: See Comptroller's letter, p. 34, art. 13, rent.) 
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INCIDENTAL EXPENSE: FREE-DELIVERY SERVICE. 

Authority from the office of the First Assistant Postmast-er- General 
to pay the following-named persons per diem in connection with claims 
of letter carriers for overtime charges: 

July 14, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 18 days, $5 per day $65 

Jtdy 30, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day 65 

August 15, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 18 days, $5 per day 65 

August 30, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 14 days, $5 per day 70 

September 14, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day. . _ 65 

September 29, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 18 days, $5 per day 65 

October 14, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day 65 

October 29, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 pr day 65 

November 14, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day 65 

November 29, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day 65 

December 14, 1898, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day 65 

December 30, 1 898, Katherine Endsley, 14 days. $5 per day 70 

January 13. 1899, Katherine Endsley, 1 2 days, $5 per day 60 

January 30, 1899, Katherine Endsley, 14 days, $5 per day 70 

February 14, 1899, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day 65 

February 27, 1899, Katherine Endsley, 11 days, $5 per day 55 

March 14, 1899, Katherine Endsley, 13 days, $5 per day 65 

March 30, 1899, Katherine Endsley, 14 days, $5 per day 70 

April 14, 1899, Katherine Endsley, 14 days, $5 per day _ 70 

April 28, 1899, Katherine Endsley, 12 days, $5 per day 60 

1,305 



CHARLES A. MACHKN. 

July 14, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

July 30, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

August 15, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

August 30, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 14 days, $4 per day _ 56 

September 14, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

September 29, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

October 14, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

October 29. 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

November 14, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 18 days, $4 per day 52 

November 29, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

December 14. 1898, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

December 30, 1898, Charles A. Machen, 14 days, $4 per day 56 

January 13, 1899, Charles A. Machen, 12 days, $4 per day 48 

January 30, 1899, Charles A. Machen, 14 days, $4 per day _ _ 56 

February 14, 1899, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

February 27, 1899. Charles A. Machen, 11 days, $4 per day 44 

March 14, 1899, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

March 30. 1899, Charles A. Machen, 14 days, $4 per day 56 

April 14, 1899, Charles A. Machen, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

April 28, 1899, Charles A. Machen, 12 days, $4 per day _ 48 



1,040 

A. B. HURT. 

July 30, 1898, A. B. Hurt, 26 days, $4 per day. $104 

August 30, 1898, A. B. Hurt, 27 days, $4 per day 108 

September 29, 1898, A. B. Hurt, 26 days, $4 per dav 104 

October 29. 1898, A. B. Hurt, 26 days, $4 per day. 104 

November 29, 1898, A. B. Hurt, 26 days, $4 per day 104 

December 30, 1898, A. B. Hurt, 27 days, $4 per day 108 

January 30, 1899, A. B. Hurt. 26 days, $4 per day 104 

February 27, 1899, A. B. Hurt. 24 days, $4 per day 96 

March 30, 1899, A. B. Hurt, 27 days, $4 per day _ 108 

April 28, 1899, A. B. Hurt, 25 days, $4 per day 100 

1,040 
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H. L. LORENZ. 

July 30, 1898, H. L. Lorenz, 26 days, $4 per day $104 

AngustSO, 1898. H. L. Lorenz, 27 days, $4 per day 108 

September 29, 1898, H. L. Lorenz, 26 days, $4 per day 104 

October 14, 1898, H. L. Lorenz, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

October 29, 1898, H. L. Lorenz, 13 days, $4 per day 52 

November 29, 1898, H. L. Lorenz, 26 days, $4 per day 104 

December 30. 1898, H. L. Lorenz, 27 days, $4 per day 108 

January 30, 1899, H. L. Lorenz, 26 days, $4 per day _ 104 

February 27, 1899, H. L. Lorenz, 24 days, $4 per day 96 

March 30, 1899, H. L. Lorenz. 27 days, $4 per day 108 

April 28, 1899, H. L. Lorenz, 25 days, $4 per day 100 

1,040 

JOHN S. LEECH. 

October 13, John S. Leech, 30 days, $3 per day 90 

F. W. WAIT. 

April 23, 1898, F. W. Wait, 10 days, $4 per day _ 40 

January 27, 1899, F. W. Wait, 25 days, $4 per day 100 

140 

Total 4,655 

From the foregoing list of incidental expenses connected with the 
free-delivery service it will be observed that the Washington, D. C, 
post-oflfice has disbursed from July 1, 1898, to May 1, 1899, a sum of 
money aggregating $4,685 without authority of law, as will be seen by 
reference to a comment on this matter made bj'^ the Hon. R. J. Trace- 
well, Comptroller of the Treasurj^ in his letter to Postmaster Willett, 
under date of April 26, 1899, as follows: 

* * The above vouchers are for services on letter-carrier claims. Expenses can not 
be allowed without affidavits showing aU the items and the date and amount of 
each item. If these are per diems in lieu of subsistence, cite the law authorizing 
payment. Furnish a statement from each of the above-named i)ersons showing 
what payments have been received by them from other disbursing officers of the 
Government for services or expenses covering the period from July 1 to Septem- 
ber 80, 1898. C. A. Machen, H. L. Lorenz, and A. B. Hurt are paid per diems 
covering the same period by the disbursing clerk of the Department of Justice 
from the appropriation for *• Defending suits in claims against the United States" 
for services in letter-carrier claims before the Court of Claims. These are under- 
stood to be the same services for which you have paid them. It appears that no 
payments should be made by you for salary, per diem, or expenses on account of 
work or for attorneys or commissioners for the Court of Claims, a specific appro- 
priation having been made for that purpose under the control of the Attorney- 
General. All such vouchers, when correct in form and according to law, should, 
it seems, he paid by the disbursing clerk of the Department of Justice from the 
appropriation for defending suits in claims against the United States. Also sec- 
tion 3682, Revised Statutes, prohibits payment of salary ** or per diem " from this 
appropriation *' in your account '* for "incidental exi)enses, free-dehvery service." 

It should be borne in mind that this comment of Mr. Tracewell has 
reference only to items of this charact-er paid during the quarter end- 
ing September 30, 1898. What the nature of these services were or 
where performed I cannot state; suffice it to say, however, that these 
parties continued to draw pay until the receipt of Comptroller Trace- 
well's letter above referred to. The necessity for such services sud- 
denly and entirely ceased with the final payment for the month of 
April, and no similar claims have since been presented. Inasmuch 
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as the above-described letter from Comptroller Tracewell bears on 
matters under consideration, I have concluded to attach a copy here- 
with for your information. The letter needs no additional explana- 
tion or comment from me ; it speaks for itself. 

Revision No. 2824, ) Treasury Department, 

T. W. C. ) Office of Comptroller of the Treasury, 

Washington, D. C, April 26, 1899. 
James P. Willett, Esq., 

Postmaster, Washington, D. C. 
Sir: Your acconnt covering the period from July 1 to September 30, 1898, set- 
tled by the Auditor for the Post-Office Department, per certificate No. 18992, has 
been withdrawn from the files for revision on my own motion. Your attention is 
invited to the following items, and before final action is taken on the same you 
are requested to furnish such explanation as you may desire to have considered. 

Article 10. Spedal-delivery service. 

Vouchers 1, 2, and 3. Pay rolls of special-delivery messengers $2, 409. 84 

No appropriation seems to have been provided for this service. (See sec. 3861, 
Rev. Stat., and postal appropriation act, June 18, 1898.) The act of March 3, 
1895 (Supp. Rev. Stat., 484), authorizes a method of pajrment, but does not pro- 
vide an appropriation. To what appropriation have you charged this amount? 
If you intended to charge the pay rolls to appropriation for ** Free-delivery serv- 
ice," charges should have been made under article 24, section 3861, Revised Stat- 
utes, which does not authorize payment of any bill from receipts of your office 
unless covered by an appropriation. (Also see sec. 4054, Rev. Stat.) 

Article 12. Clerks in post-offices. 

The appropriation reads: ** For compensation to clerks in post-offices.'* Your 
pay rolls show only the name of each person, total amount paid during a quarter, 
and signature of payee. Pay rolls should show capacity in which each person is 
employed, annual salary, and dates of service. If this mformation is not given, 
the accounting officers can not determine whether payments are according to law 
and correctly computed. 

Voucher 11. W. B. Hassenberg, **laborer" $9.78 

The appropriation does not seem to provide for laborers. It is for ** clerks " 
only. The service was July 15 to July 20, 1898; but the authority seems to be 
dated September 7, 1898. Authorization should always be in advance. 

Voucher 12. J. E. Jones, " physician " $115.49 

The appropriation provides for ** clerks " only. Please state by what authority 
of law you paid a physician from the appropriation for ** clerks.** Physicians do 
not appear to be authorized under any appropriation for the postal service. 
Authority from the Post-Office Department is not sufficient unless the disburse- 
ment is according to law. 

Pay roll 7. Ohver H. Smith $150.00 

Payroll8. Robert V. Willett 150.00 

Furnish statements from these persons showing in what capacity they were 
employed and the dates of actual service July 1 to September 30, 1898; also showing 
where service was performed each day. 

Article IS.— Rent. 

Vouchers 1 to 7. Main office and stations B, C, D, and F $6,700.00 

Voucher 6, including subvouchers 1 to 42, rent of substations 2, 526. 64 

Please state whether all of these rent accounts are covered by contracts. Also 
state whether the contracts or leases are on file with the Auditor for the Post- 
Office Department, as required by section 3743", Revised Statutes, as amended by 
act of July 31, 1894 (28 Stat., 210). You should not pay rent bills unless properly 
authorized under a contract in force for the time covered. Does the amount paid 
as rent of substations cover rent alone? If the so-called rent covers fuel, hght, 
and clerical services, by what authority of law are such i)ayments made? 
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Article 16. — Advertising, 

Vouchers 1 and 8. Washington Post $170 

Vouchers 3 and 4. Evening Star 170 

Under the act of June 20, 1878 (20 Stat., 216), you should furnish affidavits of 
the publishers showing that the rates do not exceed the commercial rates charged 
to individuals, with the usual discounts. 

Article 19. — Miscellaneous expenses. 

Voucher (not numbered). Wm. Warren, for clerical services on Post- 
Office Directory $89.68 

This voucher was paid from the appropriation for " miscellaneous expenses," 
contrary to the provisions of section 3682, Revised Statutes, which reads as fol- 
lows; 

*' No moneys appropriated for contingent, incidental, or miscellaneous purposes 
shall be expended or paid for official or clerical compensation." 

Voucher 11. Fannie R. Winans, cleaning $138. 59 

Voucher 16. Laura E. Nevitt, cleaning _ 37. 50 

Voucher 17. Emma Janes, cleaning 136. 96 

Voucher 18. Fannie L. Jeffrey, cleaning 39. 13 

These vouchers do not show what sort of cleaning was done nor where it was 
dope. Please furnish an affidavit from each of the above-named i)ersons showing 
what services were performed, July 1 to September 30, 1898, giving the exact dates, 
the nature of the services, and where performed each day. Show the rates of pay 
in each case. Under section 8682, Revised Statutes, salaries should not be paid 
from the appropriation for miscellaneous expenses. 

Voucher 28. O. H. Smith, street-car tickets $22.50 

Furnish an affidavit from Mr. Smith showing when, where, and on what serv- 
ice car tickets were used. Car tickets should be purchased from a street-car com- 
pany, and the vouchers should be signed by the treasurer of the company. If 
possible furnish such a subvoucher in this case. 

Voucher 24. Western Union Telegraph Ck)mpany $13. 69 

Please furnish copies of the telegrams. (4 Comp. Dec., 233.) 

TRAVELING EXPENSES. 

Note. — These vouchers appear to have been allowed by the Auditor as " mis- 
cellaneous exi)enses. ' ' 

Voucher 1. P. S. Heath and G. W. Beavers, expenses $87.25 

Please furnish a statement from these officials showing all the items of expense 
and the amount of each item. All accounts should be itemized. (4 Comp. Dec., 
159.) If possible the expense accounts should be separated, so as to show an 
itemized statement from each officer. 

Voucher 2. M. W. Louis and B. W. Taylor, fees to waiters and porters $1.50 

Please itemize statement showing amounts paid to waiters and amounts paid to 
porters, with dates of all the items. Fees to waiters are not proper charges against 
the Government. 

Fees to porters on sleeping cars are allowed, not exceeding 25 cents a day. Sep- 
arate the two accounts, if possible, so as to show amount expended by each officer. 

Voucher 3. G. W. Beavers, traveling expenses $8.70 

Furnish an affidavit from Mr. Beavers showing all the items and the amount of 
each item. Also furnish copies of the telegrams charged by him. 

Voucher 5. G. W. Beavers, expenses $17. 75 

Furnish itemized statement, as required for voucher 3. 

ACCOUNT OF MAIL-BAG REPAIB SHOPS. 

Article 20. Mail bags, etc $25,860.64 

Article 21. Locks and keys 9,037.42 
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This work being done on mail bags naed all over the conn try, by what author- 
ity of law are the disbursements made from the receipts of your office? It seems 
that under section 3861, Revised Statutes, you should only pay those expenses 
incurred in your own office. 

It seems tnat these disbursements should have been made by the disbursing 
clerk of the Post-Office Department. 

Some of these pay rolls are signed in blank. Vouchers should never be signed 
in that way. Please state to what extent that is done in your office. 

RAILWAY MAIL 8ERVCE. 

Article 22. Railway post-office clerks $74,769 

As in articles 21 and 22. Also in future you should show on the pay rolls the 
grade, annual salary, and dates of service of each person if your office continues 
to make ihe disbursements under this appropriation. 

Article 24. — Free-delivery senHce. 

Note. — ^In future the pay rolls of letter carriers should show the grade, annual 
salary, and dates of service of each carrier. 

Pay roll 2. A. A. Erb, July 1 to September 10, 1898 $195.65 

It appears that this letter carrier died September 10, 1898. Voucher shows pay- 
ment to him up to and including the day of his death. Is this a correct voucner? 
Was not payment made to administrator or personal representative? If so, fur- 
nish correct vouchers from the persons who received the money. Letters of 
administration required if any were issued. If not, furnish affidavit of next of kin, 
showing all the facts. 

Pay roll 4. W. T. Schlosser, letter carrier $54.35 

It appears that this letter carrier died July 20, 1898. Furnish evidence as called 
for in case of A. A. Erb. 

Note. — It appears that receipts were signed in blank by persons on your pay 
rolls. By what legal authority is this done? No person should be required to 
sign vouchers in blank, leaving amounts and dates to be filled in over their signa- 
ttS-es. The existence of such a practice makes receipts of little value. 

Voucher 4. John E. Stanton, 6 days $9.78 

It appears that this carrier actually served only one day, September 9, 1898, but 
he signs for five other carriers employed on same day. Furnish subvouchers 
from the other carriers. 

incidental expenses, free-delivery service. 

[July 1 to September 30, 1898.] 

Voucher 2. Eatherine Endsley , expenses, $5 a day $65 

Voucher 6. Katherine Endsley, expenses, $5 a day 65 

Voucher 9. Katherine Endsley, expenses, $5 a day 65 

Voucher 17. Katherine Endsley, expenses, $5 a day 70 

Voucher 26. Katherine Endsley. expenses, $5 a day 65 

Voucher 30. Katherine Endsley, expenses, $5 a day 65 

Voucher 3. Charles A. Machen, expenses, $4 a day 52 

Voucher 5. Charles A. Machen, expenses, $4 a day 52 

Voucher 10. Charles A. Machen, exx)en8efl, $4 a day 52 

Voucher 14. Charles A. Machen, expenses, $4 a day. 56 

Voucher 27. Charles A. Machen, expenses, $4 a day 52 

Voucher 31. Charles A. Machen, expenses, $4 a day : 52 

Voucher 8. A. B. Hurt, expenses 104 

Voucher 15. A. B. Hurt, expenses - 108 

Voucher 33. A. B. Hurt, expenses. 104 

Voucher 7. H. L. Lorenz, expenses, $4 a day 104 

Voucher 16. H. L. Lorenz, expenses, $4 a day 108 

Voucher 29. H. L. Lorenz, expenses, $4 a day _ 104 

Voucher 38. John S. Leech, expenses, $3 a day 90 

The above vouchers are for services on letter-carrier claims. Expenses can not 
be allowed without affidavits showing all the items and the date and amount of 
each item. If these are per diems in lieu of subsistence, cite the law authorizing 
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payment. Fnmisli a statement from each of the above-named persons showing 
what payments have been received by them from other disbursing ofiGLcers of the 
Ck>vemment for services or expenses covering the period from July 1 to September 
30, 1898. C. A. Machen, H. L. Lorenz, and A. B. Hurt are paid i)er diems cover- 
ing the same period by the disbursing clerk of the Department of Justice from 
the appropriation for ** Defending suits in claims against the United States," for 
services in letter-carrier claims before the CJourt of Claims. These are understood 
to be the same services for which you have p^d them. It api)ears that no pay- 
ments should be made by you for salary, per diem, or expenses on account of work 
by or for attorneys or commissioners for the Court of Claims, a specific appro- 
priation having been made for that purpose under the control of the Attomey- 
GJeneral. All such vouchers, when correct in form and according to law, should, 
it seems, be paid by the disbursing clerk of the Department of Justice from the 
appropriation for defending suits in claims against the United States. Also sec- 
lion 3682, Revised Statutes, prohibits payment of salary ** or per diem " from this 
appropriation *' in your account " for " incidental expenses free-delivery service.!' 

Voucher 36. Pay roll of 8 mechanics _ $1,024 

The appropriation act provides that these mechanics shall be ** exclusively 
employed in rei)airing boxes and locks and erecting boxes, planting posts and 
pedestals." Please furnish an affidavit from each x)erson on said roll showing 
what official work was done on each day during the quarter and where the service 
was performed each day. O. H. Smith and Robert V. Willett, paid as mechanics, 
are also paid as clerks or laborers covering the same period. (See pay rolls with 
article 13. Also see sections 1764 and 1765, Revised Statutes.) 

Voucher 11. Repairing letter boxes _ _ $4. 00 

Voucher 19. Repairing letter boxes 50 

Voucher21. Repairing letter boxes 1.50 

Voucher 22. Repairing letter boxes. ..- 3.00 

Voucher 35. Repairing letter boxes. 15. 15 

What is your authority of law for paying these bills? 

A specific appropriation provides salaried mechanics to do this work. The 
appropriation for salaried mechanics appears to be exclusive. Why was the work 
not done by them? 

Vouchers 23, 24, and 25. Expenses going to Wheeling, W. Va., to repair 
letter boxes $72 

Why was it necessary to send men to Wheeling for this purpose? If necessary, 
why were the expenses not paid by postmaster at Wheeling, as they relate to his 
office? This appropriation does not appear to authorize traveling expenses. 

MILITARY POSTAL SERVICE— EXPENSES OF POSTAL CLERKS. 

Voucher 1. Nathan A. C. Smith $23.10 

Voucher 2. Joseph Randall 15.50 

Voucher 3. Thomas H. a'Becket 10.85 

Voucher 4. Charles W. McWhorter 14.65 

Voucher 5. O. H. Smith 15.60 

Voucher 6. T. C. Homiller 20.50 

Voucher 7. C. C. Mayer 15. 20 

Vouchers. Robert V. Willett 19.80 

Voucher 9. Luke Thompson 7.75 

Voucher 11. L.F. Flynn.. 10.85 

Voucher 17. Joseph Randall 15. 50 

Voucher 18. L. E. Flynn 10.85 

Voucher 19. Robert V. Willett 22.10 

Voucher20. O. H.Smith 12.00 

Voucher 21. C. W. McWhorter 15.00 

Voucher 22. Thomas H. a'Becket 10.85 

Voucher 23. Luke Thompson . 7.75 

Voucher 26. C. C. Mayer 4.90 

Voucher27. T.C.Homiller 29.05 

Voucher37. Robert V. Willett 4.25 

Voucher 38. T. C. Homiller „ 5.70 

Voucher41. L. E. Flynn 4.20 

Voucher 42. Luke Thompson 2. 00 

Voucher 44. Joseph Randall 7.00 
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The above vouchers are not completely itemized. Furnish a statement from 
each postal clerk showing all the items of his account, with the date and amount 
of each item. Also show where expenses for meals and other items were incurred. 
Most of the above vouchers appear to be for expenses at Falls Church and Camp 
Alger. The clerks should be careful to show where each meal was taken. Board 
at headquarters not allowed unless expressly authorized by law. 

Voucher 46. W. S. Lamer, drug bill $2.65 

These charges for seidlitz powders, pills, pennyroyal, calomel, etc., are personal 
expenses not chargeable to the United States. 

Voucher 30. C. I. Dawson, per diem, at $4, July 1 to 10, 1898 $40. 00 

There appears to be no law authorizing per diems in lieu of expenses under this 
appropriation. Actual expenses might be allowed on proper vouchers. 

Voucher 10. Fidelity and Deposit Company, bond „ $25, 50 

Voucher 13. American Bonding and Trust Company, bonds 61 . 50 

Voucher 28. American Bonding and Trust Company, bonds 20. 00 

Voucher 29. American Bonding and Trust Company, bonds 20. 50 

Expenses of official bonds are not chargeable to the United States. (2 Comp. 
Dec., 262; 140 U. S., 171.) 

Referring to vouchers paid by check, in future please indicate on each voucher 
the number and date of check and name of depository. Attention is invited to sec- 
tion 3848, Revised Statutes, requiring deposits to be made with Treasurer of 
the United States at least once a week. It appears that deposits have not been 
made oftener than once a month. (Also see section 139, Postal Laws and Regula- 
tions, and page 929, Postal Guide of 1899. ) Items should be explained in writing in 
regular order, referring to article and voucher numbers and amounts. 

Ad early reply is requested, within twenty days, if possible. 
Respectfully, yours, 

R. J. Tracewkll, Comptroller. 

Treasury Department, 
Office of Comptroller of the Treasury, 

Washington, D. C, May S, 1899. 
James P. Willett, Esq., 

Postmaster, Washington, D. C. 
Sir: Referring to your account for the quarter ended September 30, 1898, you 
are requested to furnish further evidence in regard to the "military postal serv- 
ice " in addition to what was called for by me in my letter of the 26th ultimo. 

Please furnish a statement, to be signed by you or some other official of your 
office having personal knowledge as to the facts, showing where each person on 
the military pay roll was employed, and on what particular duty, July 1 to Sep- 
tember 30, 1898. 

If in case of any particular employees you do not know the facts, please furnish 
affidavits from such employees giving the facts desired. 

Respectfully, yours, R. J. Tracewell, 

Comptroller. 

Upon the receipt of the above letters from the Comptroller the 
cashier of the Washington post-ofl&ce suspended all payments to the 
parties therein mentioned, and called upon them to furnish the affi- 
davits required. The cashier was, however, required to continue 
these payments under direct written orders from the postmaster, who 
stated that he was verbally instructed in this action by the First 
Assistiint Postmaster-General, but the paj^ments were made under 
the cashier's protest. See copy of postmaster's letters, as follows: 

Washington City Post-Office, 

Office of the Postmaster, 

Washington, D. C, May 9, 1899. 
Mr. S. W. Tulloch, 

Cashier, City Post-Office. 
SiE: You are directed to continue to pay, in accordance with letters of authority 
received from the Department making appointments thereto, such persons as are 
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boms on our several rolls, it being the purpose of the Department to have such 
payments of salary made on the days when they fall due, without delay, and you 
will not take action to the contrary unless directed to do so by me. 
Very respectfully, 

James P. Willett, Postmaster. 



Washington City Post-Office. 

Office of the Postmaster, 

Washington, D. C, May 9, 1899. 
Mr. S. W. TuLLOCH, 

Cashier, City Post-Office. 
Sir: As 1 have been verbally informed that the Post-Office Department has sat- 
isfactorily adjusted the accounts relating to payment of clerli in the military 
postal service in this office, some of which are held up for revision by the honor- 
able Comptroller of the Treasury, you are hereby directed to continue to make 
payments to all clerks in this service whose names are borne on our rolls. 
Very respectfully, 

James P. Willett, Postmaster. 

In conchision I wish to state that the files of the cashier's office show 
full, direct, and positive orders from superior authority for the dis- 
bursement of all of the questionable items mentioned in this report. 

The responsibility for the many illegal appointments, the payment 
of two salaries to one and the same person, and the disbursement of 
thousands of dollars for which practically no service was performed 
should be placed where it properly belongs and the many abuses cor- 
rected. I leave the matter in your hands in order that you may give 
such further direction to the investigation as the gravity of the situa- 
tion calls for. 

Very respectfully, Wm. B. Smith, 

Inspector in Charge. 
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Report of Inspector Little on the annual inspection of the Washing- 
ton^ D, C, post-office^ completed July 31^ 1900, 

[Subject: Inspection of the Poet-Offioe and Stations at Washington, D. C. Case No. 862,353-0.] 

Washington, D. C, July SI, 1900, 
Capt. Wm. B. Smith, 

Inspector in Charge, Washington, D, C, 

Sm: I have the honor to transmit herewith Form 573, covering an 
inspection of the post-office at Washington, D. C, to include business 
of the 31st instant; also a brief report of inspc^ction of each of the 42 
substations and 7 stations connected with the office. 

A number of these last-named inspections were made during May 
and June, 1900, as time could be taken from other work, but the 
larger number have been made since the 10th instant. 

Of the substations it can be said that generally they were found in 
excellent condition. 

At No. 3, register of money orders issued had not been written up 
for five days. 

At No. 20, there was a shortage of 25 cents in postal funds. 

At No. 25, register of money orders issued not written up for eight 
days. 

At No. 27, 15 cents .«hort in postal account and 3 cents over on 
money-order account. 

At No. 35, 32 cents short on postal account. 

At No. 37, register of money orders issued not written up for four 
days. 

At No. 38, 110.36 short on postal account. 

At No. 39, $5.83 short on postal account. 

At No. 46, $8.79 short on postal account. 

At Nos. 10 and 28, the money-order stamps were found worn and 
new ones have been ordered. 

All the shortages were made good immediately and the records 
brought up to date. 

At Station A (Georgetown), which is located in a Government build- 
ing, some changes appear desirable in order to promote the efficiency 
of the service. 

Mr. W. A. Hutchins, formerly superintendent of this station, was 
reduced some time since to the position of "foreman," at $1,200 per 
annum. 

He is employed in assisting at the general delivery, facing up mail, 
and in visiting the city post-office to secure postage stamps and other 
stamped paper, of which he has charge. 

He can not issue a money order, or make out a report, and never 
was able to do so when superintendent. 

His services are not entitled to a compensation of $1,200, and it 
should be reduced at least $200. 



Digitized by 



Google 



296 INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEPT. 

\Mr. M. S. Williams, borne on the roster as money-order clerk, can 
not perform the duties of that position, and has been employed as 
stamp clerk. 

He is too infirm to fill that position satisfactorily, and should be 
removed for the good of the service. 

The name of Mary Maney appears on the roster as a laborer at this 
station, at $500; also Annie E. Drury, as janitor, at $500. 

One of these women can do all the cleaning and dusting necessary. 

The services of Miss Maney should be dispensed with. Miss Kate 
E. Watts is also assigned to this station as a laborer, at $600 per annum, 
and is rendering good service as a clerk, but her employment or that 
of some other competent clerk is necessary to make up the deficien- 
cies of Hutchins and Williams. 

Stations B, C, and D have no superfluous force, and the employees 
appear to be active and efficient. 

Station E has no employees other than a superintendent, at $300 per 
annum, with one carrier attached to the branch. 

A recommendation for the removal of Charles A. Becker, the super- 
intendent, would have been made on account of his personal habits 
and the general lack of order about the station, but action had already 
been taken by the postmaster and a new site and superintendent 
selected. 

Station F has sufficient force to properly handle its business, with 
12 carriers, and its employees are competent and efficient. 

Station G has 14 clerks, including the superintendent; 3 laborers 
at $700 each, 1 at $500, and 1 janitor at $600. While this branch 
does a large business, with 34 carriers attached, I am satisfied that at 
least 2 laborers could be dispensed with without detriment to the 
service. 

A complete roster of the main office, stations, and substations shows 
a total force of 650, divided as follows: 

Clerks in charge of substations 43 

Letter carriers 205 

Superintendents and clerks at stations 49 

Laborers at stations 10 

Janitors at stations 4 

Salaried emplojrees at main ofl&ce _ 375 

Laborers at main ofl&ce 61 

Names borne on "Special military roll" 3 

It was found that no specified allowance for clerk hire had been 
given this office for present year, as is usually done at all offices of 
the first and second class. 

In accordance with instructions contained in the regular *' Inspection 
blank. Form 573," I have examined into this roster carefully with a 
view of suggesting such changes as might reduce the expenditures 
without impairing the efficiency of the service, and will make a sepa- 
rate report thereon, giving in this report a brief outline of facts on 
which it will be based. 

The laborers and janitors for the entire office appear as follows: 

Three janitors, at $400 per annum $1 , 200 

Six janitors, at $500 per annum _ 3,000 

Two janitors, at $700 per annum 1, 400 

One laborer, at $400 per annum 400 

Four laborers, at $500 per annum 2,000 

Thirty laborers , at $600 per annum 18, 000 

Twenty-nine laborers , at $700 per annum 20, 306 

Total 46,300 
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Two of these laborers, as before mentioned — Annie E. Drury, at 
1500, and Mary E. Maney, at $500 — have been assigned to Station A 
as cleaners, one reporting for service at 4 p. m. and leaving " when 
done," the other at 7 a. m. and leaving when done. 

Lizzie Crowther, at 1400, cleans three rooms on mezzanine floor of 
the post-ofl&ce building. 

Frances Daily, at $500, cleans assistant postmaster's and stamp 
rooms. 

Theresa Dunic, at $400, cleans offices of superintendent of mails 
and free delivery. 

Lena Holmes, at $500, cleans monej'^-order office and lobby. 

Fannie L. Jeffrey, at $600, cleans Mr. Vickery's rooms. 

Susie Pondexter, at $400, cleans postmaster's rooms on first and 
mezzanine floors. 

The six last named report at 5 p. m. and leave " when done." 

Their work is identically the same as that performed by the char- 
women of the Post-Office Department at $240 per annum, 27 of whom 
sweep and dust the entire Post-Office building — above the ground 
floor. 

The work done by these women could readily be performed by 4 (1 at 
Station A and 3 at the city post-office), at a cost of $960 instead of 
$3,800 now paid. 

The general force of laborers employed in cleaning glass, brass, and 
wood work in the lobby of the post-office could probably be reduced 
one-third and everything kept clean. 

The foreman of these laborers, Mr. Oliver H. Smith, is borne on 
• the roster as finance clerk, at $1,700, yet has an assistant foreman 
(W. E. Dunn) at $700, who is not needed. 

On the roster appear the following names : 

Ed. S. Allen, bookkeeper, $1,400. His actual employment is that of electrical 
engineer, for installing canceling machines at Washington and other points. 

Gteorge E. Barnard, bookkeeper, at $1,600; inspection of canceling machines. 

H. C. Graff, bookkeeper, at $1,600; inspection of canceling machines. 

E. B. Commons, finance clerk, at $1,500; on duty in Porto Rico. 

J. A. Holmes, secretary and stenographer, at $1,400; detailed salary and allow- 
ance division, Post-Oflfice Department. 

Henry Wood, distributer, at $900; detailed salary and allowance division, Post- 
Ofl&ce Department. 

C. H. James, jr. , physician and general utility clerk, at $1,700. (See below.) 
Louis Kemper, bookkeeper, at $1,700; inspector of stations. 

Dorothy Lamon, bookkeeper, at $1,400; detailed Paris Exposition. 
Bessie R. Parke, bookkeeper, at $1,200; detailed Post-Oflftce Department. 
Reuben T. Reeve, record clerk, at $1,000; detailed Post-Oflfice Department. 

D. C. Saunders, bookkeeper, at $1,400; detailed Porto Rico. 

Laura B. Winder, inquiry clerk, at $900; detailed Post-Oflfice Department. 

Fred L. Templeton, letter distributer, at $1,300; detailed supply division, Post- 
Office Department. 

Matthias J. Bundy, laborer, at $600; detailed supply division, Post-Oflfice Depart- 
ment. 

Edwin C. Fowler, bookkeeper, at $1,700. (See below.) 

Emma S. Spates, nixie clerk, at $900. (See below.) 

Mr. Fowler was transferred from the Post Oflfice Department on 
account of his physical infirmities, and the only work that could be 
found that he was capable of doing was as assistant to the timekeeper 
in the free delivery. 

The latter receives for his services $1,000 per annum, while Mr. 
Fowler draws $1,700 salary. 

Miss Spates was also transferred from the Post-Oflfice Department and 
given employment in the free-delivery division indexing the official 
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letter book and notifying publishers of second-class matter that their 
publications were not being called for. This work had been previously 
done by the regular force and kept up to date. 

The services of C. 11. James, jr., "physician and general utility 
clerk," are of doubtful value. 

He comes into the office each morning, inquires at the free-delivery 
division if any of the carrier force are sick, and if so, visits them and 
reports their condition. 

Under the former system each carrier was required to furnish a 
physician's certificate when absent sick, without cost to the Depart- 
ment, and I am of the opinion that the $1,700 paid Doctor James 
might be discontinued. 

Louis Kempner, "bookkeeper," at $1,700, was assigned to this office 
and given employment as "inspector of stations," while Mr. llohmil- 
ler, the former inspector, was given the substations only. 

Mr. Kempner has undoubtedly done good work, but the stations and 
substations can be looked after by one employee and this uncalled- 
for expense of $1,700 avoided. 

Relative to other names mentioned above as appearing on the roster 
and not actually employed in the office or under control of the post- 
master he informs me that the names have been placed there by 
official orders from the Post-Office Department; that he has made no 
request for their appointment, and that in some instances, as in tlie 
case of Mr. Fowler and Miss Spates, it was difficult for him to find 
work for them to do. 

With an annual expenditure, as shown by the roster, of $399,500, 
exclusive of carriers and clerks in charge of substations, such assign- 
ments and transfers create a large increase in the percentage of 
expenditures and gross receipts. 

. The finances of the office and its branches, together with the gen- 
eral work, were found in good condition. 

The box rents charged at Station G have been fixed the same as at 
the main office— $2 for small boxes, $3 for large, and $4 for drawers, 
per quarter. 

The revenues from this source would undoubtedly be increased if 
the rent should be reduced to II, $1.50, and $2 per quarter, and I 
have so reported on the inspection blank. 

It was learned that for some cause clerks at stations have not been 
examined on distribution, while those at the main office have. This 
has caused some dissatisfaction and resulted in persistent efforts on 
the part of certain employees to procure transfer to station work, both 
on account of "no examinations" feature and because the work is 
considered easier, with less night duty. 

There would appear no valid reason why clerks engaged in dis- 
tributing mail at stations should not be required to put up examina- 
tions and prove their efficiency in the same manner as those connected 
with the main office. 

A special account of the present postmaster with the United States 
Treasurer, covering moneys pertaining to the incumbency of James P. 
Willett, late postmaster, was found, which the present cashier has as 
yet been unable to balance, the apparent discrepancy amounting to 
$300.58. This will receive further investigation and form the subject 
of a special report. 

The question of the location of the office of superintendent of mails, 
now in the east corridor of the post-office building, requires consider- 
ation and will also be the subject for a special report. 
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I would recommend that a readjustment of the clerical and laboring 
force of the Washington, D. C, post-ofl&ce be made at once, and that 
as far as practicable the roster be confined to bona fide employees of 
the office and only such retained as the needs of the service require. 
The case can be closed. 
Very respectfully, 

F. E. Little, Inspector, 

Report examined, approved, and forwarded to chief inspector 
August 2, 1900. 

Wm. B. Smith, 

Post- Office Inspector in Charge Division, 
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Abstract of special report of Inspector Little^ dated July Sl^ 1900, on 
the investigation of the Washington, D. C, , post-office. 

Question No. 8 of sheet No. 2, form 573, relating to inspections of 
Presidential post-ofl&ces, reads as follows, viz : 

Is the clerk hire or other allowance more than the service requires? Could the 
service be improved by a judicious rearrangement of the force? (Look carefully 
into this subject and if any change is needed make a special report.) 

Having completed an inspection of the post-office at Washington, 
D. C, it appears proper that some suggestions should be made regard- 
ing the force of employees and laborers at that office. 

It was found that the office had no specified allowance for employees, 
and that a number of clerks have been added to the rolls of the office 
without request of the postmaster, and at times it has been difficult 
(he states) to find employment for all assigned to his rolls. 

Aside from clerks in charge of substations and carriers, the roster 
shows an annual expenditure of $399,500, with 402 employees. Of 
this number 63 are employed at the various stations, leaving 339 on 
duty at main office. 

Out of the 402, 77 appear as laborers or janitors at an annual ex- 
penditure of $47,300, 3 of whom are detailed to the Post-Office Depart- 
ment, 11 employed as watchmen, and 13 assigned to stations, leaving 
50 actually employed at the main office. A further analysis shows 8 
women laborers performing the duties of charwomen, as follows, viz: 

Annie E. Drury (assigned to Station A) $500 

Mary Maney (assigned to Station A) 500 

Frances Daily (cleans assistant postmaster's and stamp rooms) _ . . 500 

Theresa Dunick (cleans offices of superintendents of mails and free delivery) . 400 

Lena Holmes (money-order rooms and lobby) __ 500 

Fannie L. Jeffrey (cleans Mr. Vickery's room, first floor) 600 

Susie Pondexter (cleans postmaster's rooms) 400 

Lizzie Crowether (cleans rooms on mezzanine floor used by Mr. Vickery's 

clerk) 400 

Total 3,800 

One of these women at Station A and three at main office, at a com- 
pensation of $240 per annum (the same as is paid charwomen by the 
Post-Office Department), could do the necessary sweeping and dust- 
ing, at a cost of $960 per annum, reducing expenses on this item alone 
$2,640. 

The force of day laborers actually engaged in cleaning the lobby of 
the post-office, walks, and wood or brass work averages about 12 — the 
night force 4, while 8 are assigned to the registry division, 10 to the 
free-delivery division, and 12 to the mailing division. 

It would appear probable that a large reduction could be made in 
this force without detriment to the service, and a saving of $10,0(X) 
per annum effected. 
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The roster of the office bears the names of Ed S. Allen, bookkeeper, 
$1,400, who appears to be an electrical engineer engaged in installing 
canceling machines throughout the country. 

George E. Barnard, bookkeeper, $1,600, traveling inspector of can- 
celing machines. 

H. C. Graff, bookkeeper, $1,600, also inspector of canceling machines. 

E. B, Commons, finance clerk, $1,500, on duty in Porto Rico. 

J. A. Holmes, secretary and stenographer, $1,400, detailed to salary 
and allowance division, Post-Office Department. 

Henry Hood, distributer, $900, detailed salary and allowance divi- 
sion, Post-Office Department. 

C. H. James, jr., physician and general utility clerk, $1,700. 
Louis Kempner, bookkeeper, $1,700, inspector of stations. 
Dorothy Lamon, bookkeeper, $1,400, detailed at Paris Exposition. 
Bessie R. Parke, bookkeeper, $1,200, detailed at Post-Office Depart- 
ment. 

Reuben T. Reeve, record clerk, $1,000, detailed at Post-Office 
Department. 

D. C. Saunders, bookkeeper, $1,400, on duty in Porto Rico. 
Laura B. Winder, inquiry clerk, $900, detailed to Post-Office 

Department. 

Fred L. Templeton, letter distributer, $1,200, detailed to Post-Office 
Department. 

Matthias J. Bundy, laborer, $600, detailed to Post-Office Depart- 
ment. 

Edwin C. Fowler, bookkeeper, $1,700. 

Emma S. Spates, nixie clerk, $900. 

Of the foregoing-named persons James, Kempner, Fowler, and 
Spates are the only ones connected with the office over whom the post- 
master has any supervision. The aggregate salaries paid to those not 
connected with the office amount to $16,100. 

In the case of C. H. James, jr., physician and general utility clerk, 
$1,700, it is questionable whether the service rendered by him is 
necessary. 

Until recent years, in case of the sickness of a carrier, he was 
required to furnish the certificate of a reputable practitioner to 
account for his absence from duty, without cost to the Post-Office 
Department. Mr. James calls at the office each morning, ascertains 
if any carriers have reported sick, visits them, and reports their con- 
dition. He performs no other service, and the roster designation, 
"general utility clerk," is misleading. 

Loais Kempner was assigned to the office roll and a place made for 
him as inspector of stations, while Mr. Hohmiller, who had formerly 
had charge of both stations and substations, was given the latter. 
One inspector is all the service requires. 

Edwin C. Fowler was transferred to the city post-office roll from 
the Post-Office Department. He has been an invalid for some months 
and unable to i)erform satisfactory service in the Department. A 
place was found or made for him as assistant to the timekeeper in 
free-delivery division. The latter receives $1,000, while Mr. Fowler 
draws $1,700 as an assistant. 

Miss Spates was also transferred from the Post-Office Department 
to the city post-office roll as a " nixie clerk." Her duties consist of 
indexing the letter copy book and notifying publishers that their 
publications remain in the office uncalled for or undelivered. 

These two last-named persons, the postmaster informed me, he had 

S. Doc. 151 20 
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no use for, but as they were assigned to his roll, he, with some diffi- 
culty, provided work for them. 

Other instances might be mentioned, but sufficient have been noted 
to warrant the recommendation that the roster of this office should be 
carefully readjusted, the superfluous force eliminated, and compen- 
sation in many instances equalized. 

This can be done without impairing the efficiency of the service, 
and result in a saving of many thousands of dollars. 
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Abstract of confidential report of Inspector in Charge Smith, made a 
few days after the report was filed, July 6, 1899, Marginal notes 
appear in the original document in the handwriting of Oeorge W, 
Beavers, 

E. S. Allen, employed at $1,400 per annum, appointed March 15, 
1899, as mechanic on military roll. Engaged in traveling and testing 
canceling machines in the United States. 

H. A. Cummings, appointed August 22, 1899, on military roll; 
detailed at Post-OflBce Department, 11,000. 

D. M. Monroe, appointed April 1, 1899, on military roll; detailed 
at Post-Ofl&ce Department. 

F. E. Murray, appointed Sept/ember 21, 1898, military roll; detailed 
at Post-Office Department, $1,000. 

None of the above-named parties appear to have performed any 
service in connection with military-post matters. 

January 1 and 10, 1899, First Assistant Postmaster-General by let- 
ter transferred 20 clerks from clerks' roll, Washington, D. C, post- 
office, to military roll. Most of these clerks are now employed as clerks 
in the Washington, D. C, post-office. 

DISALLOWANCE OF THE ACCOUNT OF W. S. LARNER. 

W. S. Larner, military postal clerk, by order of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General's Office, was paid by the cashier of the Washing- 
ton, D. C, post-office the sum of $118.93 under protest, which sum 
was subsequently disallowed by Auditor of the Treasury, January 4, 

1899. 

PAYMENT FOR BONDS OF MILITARY POSTAL CLERKS. 

August 11, 1898, — Authoritj^ of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, premium on bond of G. M. Hunt and stamp on bond of N. A. 
Smith, 125.50. 

August 26, 1898, — Authority for payment of premium on bonds of 
Whitney, McKenna, and Van Alstyn, $61.50. 

September 17, 1898, — Authority for payment of premium on bond 
of N. C. Graff, $20.50. 

October SI, 1898, — Authority for payment of premium on bond of 
S. P. Bristow, $20.50. 

October SI, 1898, — Authority for payment of premium on bond oi 
N. P. Loveland and N. C. Graff, $41. 

January S^ 1899, — Authority for payment of premium on bond of 
35 employees, $224.15. 
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MILITARY POSTAL SERVICE. 

Purchase of the following items were authorized on the dates below: 

1899. 
Feb. 3. Bill of M. D. Helm, 3,500 pounds of jute twine, at 0.0665 cent 

per pound $232. 75 

Feb. 7. Bill of John C. Parker for stationery __. 96.45 

Feb. 23. Traveling expenses of L. J. Robinson, from Appleton, Wis., to 

Washington, D. C _ 23.00 

Mar. 2. Bill of Ballentyne R. Carter. 82.69 

Mar. 2. Bill of R. P. Andrews & Co 23.50 

Mar. 7. Bill of Gerry Jones, letter scales 40.50 

Mar.28. Bill of J. C. Parker 24 cuspidors... 24.00 

Mar. 28. Bill of M. D. Helm, 542 pounds twine, 0.0665 cent per pound .. 36.04 



Mar. 28. Bill of A. O. Nash, stationery.. 28.75 

1899. 

Mar. 31. Bill of Mosler Safe Co. , 1 safe * 300.00 

Mar. 31. Bill of Ault, Wyborg Co., canceling ink _ 54.00 

May5-6. Bill of J. Holt Livingston for furniture, Porto Rico (question 

as to competition; prices appear to be high) 509. 10 

May 5. Bill of J. C. Parker, for stationery 43.90 

Apr. 27. Bill of J.C.Parker, for stationery _. 256.30 

Apr. 27. Bill of J. C. Parker, for stationery 30.00 

Apr. 22. Billof J.C.Parker, for two seats... 2.00 

Apr. 10. Billof J.C.Parker _.. 13.50 

Apr. 10. Billof J.C.Parker 10.00 

Apr. 27. Bill of George W. Cobb, jr. , for furniture shipped to Porto Rico . 1, 118. 00 

May 6. Bill of G. W. Cobb, for furniture 617.50 

May 6. Bill of C. S. Braisted, 475 dozen pencils, blue, 8, 5, 10 40. 37 

May 12. Billof J. C. Parker, for stationery 90.00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, 6 clocks, $12.50 75.00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, Smith Premier typewriter 100, 00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, typewriter cabinet 25.00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, chair _ 7.00 

May 22. Billof J. C. Parker, copyholder 2.00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, dictionary holder 5.00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, 12 bill files 1.75 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, 5,000 sheets Crane's linen tyi)ewriter x)aper, 

at $3 ..-. -..- 15.00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, for stationery 119.50 

May 22. Billof J. C. Parker, for stationery. 52.00 

May 22. Bill of J. C. Parker, for engraved plate and printing 400 official 

cards 5. 25 

May 22. Bill of G. W. Cobb, jr. , 3 washstands, at $40 each 120. 00 

May 22. Bill of G. W. Cobb, jr. , 1 Densmore typewriter 97. 00 

June 3. Bill of J. Holt Livingston, furniture 219.80 

May 23. Bill of M. D. Helm, for printers' machine, type, and general 

supplies. 2,041.80 

May 26. Bill of J. C. Parker, file boxes, rival stamp racks, caution cards. 92. 25 
June 19. Bill of J. Holt Livingston, post-office boxes, fixtures, and fur- 
niture contracted for _ 1,725.00 

June 15. Bill of Yale & Towne Manufacturing Company, furniture ship- 
ped to Porto Rico 375.00 

Total 8,750.70 

Some of the articles enumerated, such as washstands, at $40, appear 
to be highly excessive, and lead to the belief that the feature of com- 
petition did not enter into the transaction. 

ADDITIONAL IRREGULARITIES IN CONNECTION WITH PAY ROLLS OP 
THE CLERKS AND LABORERS. 

Nathan H, Baker. — Appointed April 29, 1899, as a laborer, at $700 
per annum, and also paid as a mechanic at $2 per day except Sunday. 
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Margaret S. Burhe. — December 1 , 1 898, appointed at $600. Dropped 
April 8, 1898. Performed no service. 

Gilmer Col son. — December 6, 1898, appointed laborer by First 
Assistant Postmaster- General; supposed to be employed in the Post- 
Ofl&ce Department; performed no duty in the city post-office. 

jB. W, B, Dorset/.— October 22, 1898, appointed laborer at $600 by 
First Assistant Postmaster-General. October 26, 1898, promoted to 
$700 from date of appointment. Dropped November 11, 1898, by 
First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

Oscar Durante. — Appointed September 8, 1898, military i)ostal serv- 
ice, at $1,400 and expenses. Services ceased April 30, 1899. Paid 
salary, $902.88; expenses, $187.25. No service was performed by Mr. 
Durante from January 1, 1899, to April 30, 1899. 

Robert V. Willett, son of the late postmaster, was appointed laborer 
June 21, 1898, at $600 per annum, by order of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General; also appointed a mechanic at $2 a day on July 1, 
1898, and was allowed three items, aggregating $46.15, for expenses 
incurred at Camp Alger before his appointment as military postal 
clerk at $1,200, which occurred March 1, 1899, at which time he was 
assigned to duty at the Georgetown station and was carried on the 
roll until the end of the fiscal year, June 30, 1899. 

H. V. Willett, another son of the late postmaster, was also 
appointed military postal clerk on September 9, 1898, at $1,200, 
assigned to duty in the cashier's room of the Washington, D. C, city 
post-office, and was carried on the roll until June 30, 1899. 

IRREGULARITIES IN THE APPOINTMENT, COMPENSATION, AND PROMO- 
TION OF OLIVER H. SMITH. 

Acting upon authority from the First Assistant Postmaster- General's 
office, this man drew pay from November 23, 1897, to November 30, 
1898, as follows: 

First. The sum of $600 from the appropriation for clerk hire 
(although appointed as laborer). 

Second. Two dollars per diem for every working day on the 
mechanics' roll. 

Third. Was paid an average of $7.50 per month for car fare during 
the entire time. 

Fourth. Was also granted, in addition to all this, two separate 
items for expenses at Camp Alger — one $15.60; the other $12. 

Showing approximately that his compensation for one year was 
$1,349.60. 

Xo one has certified to the actual time Mr. Smith was employed 
during the year, nor has any statement been attached to his pay 
vouchers showing what particular service he rendered in return for 
his compensation. This party was continued in the dual capacity of 
clerk and mechanic until April 1, 1899, when he was promoted to 
finance clerk at $1,700 per annum. 
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MISCELLANEOUS. 

The following vouchers were authorized to be paid by the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General's Office under dates as appear below: 

1898. 
July 23. Expenses of Perry S. Heath and George W. Beavers, incurred in 

visiting Philadelphia and New York on official business $87. 25 

Aug. 10. Expenses of George W. Beavers, official business at Newark, N. J. 8. 70 

Sept. 30. Expenses of George W. Beavers, traveling on official business. .- 17.75 

Oct. 13. Expenses of George W. Beavers, traveling on official business. . . 43. 35 
Dec. 19. Expenses of George W. Beavers, on postal tubes and canceling 

machines 11.00 

1899. 

Feb. 10. Expenses of George W. Beavers, New York 12.80 

Mar. 13. Expenses of George W. Beavers, Massachusetts 17. 30 

May 15. Expenses of George W. Beavers, Philadelphia and Hartford 30. 15 

Total (Beavers's expenses) _ _ 130. 05 

1898. 
May 16. Expenses of G. D. Fisher (salary and allowance division) at Phila- 
delphia, Scranton, and Wilkesbarre, Pa $30. 15 

July 86. Expenses of M. W. Louis and Blain W. Taylor, in traveling on 

official business 50. 15 

Sept. 31. Exi)en8es of M. W. Louis and Blain W. Taylor, in traveling on 

official business 34. 75 

Mar. 31. Expenses of M. W. Louis (supply division), Brooklyn, N. Y 83.15 

Oct. 30. Expenses of James A. SuUivan, employed on first and second 

class offices _. 54.07 

Oct. 31. Expenses of Force & Co. for numbering machines, salary and 

allowance division 4. 75 

Nov. 3. Expenses of G. A. Flad, transi)ortation from Washington, D. C, 

to Cleveland, Ohio, and return (safe and lock expert) 34. 40 

Nov. 3. Expenses of A. S. Riddle, for inspection of post-office safes, 

Cleveland, Ohio 10.25 

These vouchers of expenses do not appear to be itemized in a proper 
manner, nor is the necessity for the expenditure of this money by 
the Washington City post-office apparent. 

CLEANERS. 

The following persons were placed on the pay roll of the Washing- 
ton, D. C, post-office, and designated as cleaners, under authority of 
the First Assistant Postmaster-General, to be charged to the appro- 
priation of miscellaneous expenses: 

1898. Per annum. 

Jnly 27. Emma James _ $600 

July 27. Fannie R. Winans _ 600 

Sept. 6. Fannie L. Jeffrey _ 600 

Sept. 7. Laura A. Nevitt _ 600 

1899. 

Jan. 9. Lizzie Crowther _ 400 

Jan. 25. Frances Daly __ _ 480 

Mar. 14. Mrs. Helen Fenton _ 600 

These parties have received pay from the dates of their appoint- 
ment to June 30, 1899, and are still on the pay rolls and have per- 
formed practically no service whatever. 

LEASE. 

By the terms of a lease executed July 28, 1897, by the Union Build- 
ing Company, of Washington, D. C, and by the Postmaster-General, 
September 13, 1897, the premises on 6 street, heretofore leased by the 
Post-OfSce Department for the main office, Washington, D. C, was 
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leased for the period of one year from and after October 1, 1897, for 
the sura of $20,000 per annum, payable monthly, with the privilege to 
cancel same to take effect May 1, 1898, by giving three months' notice. 
To be canceled at the option of the Postmaster-General by notice in 
writing to owners. 

On July 14, 1898, the postmaster at Washington, D. C, was author- 
ized by the First Assistant Postmaster-General to pay rental monthly 
at the rate of $22,500 from July 1, 1898, until otherwise directed. 
This authority dated back, overlapping the term of the lease three 
months, resulting in a loss to the Government from July 1 to Sep- 
tember 30, 1898, of $625, the difference between $20,000, as called for 
by the lease, which did not expire until October 1, 1898, and $22,500, 
as authorized to be paid by the First Assistant Postmaster-General. 
In addition thereto the city post-office was moved to its new quarters 
on the 30th of November, 1898, but rental for those premises was con- 
tinued and paid until the 1st day of January, 1899, at the rate of 
$22,500 per annum, thus showing a further sum of $1,895.38, which 
was paid for the month of December, or a total loss of $2,520.38. 

INCIDENTAL EXPENSES, FREE-DELIVERY SERVICE. 

Authority from the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General 
to pay the following-named persons per diem in connection with claims 
of letter carriers for overtime charges : 

Katherine Endsey, from Jtdy 14, 1898, to April 28, 1899 $1, 305 

Chas.A. Machen, from Jtdy 14, 1898, to April 28, 1899 1,040 

A. B. Hurt, from July 30, 1898, to April 28, 1899_ 1,040 

H. L. Lorenz, from Jtdy 30, 1898, to April 28, 1899.. 1,040 

Johns. Leech, from October 18, 1898 (30 days) 90 

F. W. Wait, from April 23, 1898 (35 days) 140 

Total 4,655 

The honorable Comptroller of the Treasury states under date of 
April 26, 1899, that this money was paid without authority of law, and 
that C. A. Machen, H. L. Lorenz, and A. B. Hurt were paid per diems 
covering the same periods by the disbursing clerk of the Department 
of Justice from the appropriation for defending suits in claims against 
the United States for services in letter carrier-claims before the Court 
of Claims, and these are understood to be the same services for which 
they were paid by the Washington, D. C, postmaster, as above. 

Upon receipt of a letter from the Comptroller, above referred to, the 
cashier of the Washington, D. C, post-office suspended all payments 
to the parties mentioned in said letter and called upon them to furnish 
certain affidavits required by the Comptroller. The cashier was, how- 
ever, required to continue these payments under direct written order 
from the postmaster, who stated that he was verbally instructed to 
this action by the First Assistant Postmaster-General, and the pay- 
ments were made under the cashier's protest. 
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Meviorandmn suhmltiecl to Postmaster- Oeneral Smith, presumably by 
George W, Beavers, in explariation of irregularities set forth in brief 
of confidential report of Inspector in Charge Smith, mam a few days 
after the report was filed, July 6, 1899, at the request of Postmaster- 
General Smith. 

<'B" — EXPLANATION OF IRREGULARITIES REPORTED BY MR. S. W. 
TULLOCH TO POSTMASTER- GENERAL SMITH. 

Item 1 — ^'Employment of E. S. Allen, H. A, Cummins, D. M. 
Monroe, and F, E. Murray on military roll, detailed to Post-Offi<ie 
Department''^ — When the appropriation for the military postal service 
was made by Congress the question of extra clerks was overlooked. 
The disbursement of this appropriation and correspondence, etc., con- 
nected therewith was thrown upon the salary and allowance division, 
a division already overburdened with the regular appropriations. 
These clerks were therefore temporarily detailed to said division in 
order to keep the work in proper shape. Their employment conse- 
quently was a war exigency pure and simple and fully justified by 
the conditions then existing. 

Item 2 — '^ Transfer of twenty clerks from regular cLerh roll of 
Washington City post-office to military postal rolV^ — These appoint- 
ments were made necessary by reason of the fact that early in the 
fiscal year and before the military appropriation had become avail- 
able, our regular appropriations were heavily drawn upon to meet 
military necessities. Hence, toward the close of the year it was neces- 
sary to recoup in order to save a deficiency in the regular appropria- 
tion ; and for this reason alone their employment was authorized. The 
mails for Porto Rico were ordered sent to Washington, D. C, for dis- 
tribution (by regiment and company) before dispatch. These men 
were either employed upon or took the place of clerks handling mili- 
tary mail. Before adopting this plan, however, the matter was care- 
fully canvassed, and it was considered better to employ the above- 
mentioned persons on the military roll than to have a deficiency in the 
regular clerk-hire appropriation. These clerks were eligible substi- 
tutes, regularly drawn from the civil-service register, and on July 1, 
1899, when the new appropriation became available, they were returned 
to the regular clerk-hire roll. 

Item 3, — "Payment of W. S. Lamer, military postal clerk, by order 
of the First Assistant Postmaster- General" — This account was care- 
fully revised by the Auditor, and certain items contained therein were 
disallowed. The questionable items have since been paid by late 
Postmaster Willett, and the account has been allowed or '* passed "by 
the Auditor. 

Item 4., — "Payment of bonds for military postal clerks^ — ^The pay- 
ment for bonds on account of military clerks in question was made at 
the time when the service was organized. Many of these clerks were 
comparatively unknown to the local postal authorities, and in order to 
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protect Postmaster Willett and his sureties an indemnity bond was 
secured in each case and paid for by the Government. The Comp- 
troller has since considered these payments and is rather inclired to 
the opinion that the same was a war exigency, and, while not entirely 
regular, was not unwarranted under the circumstances. 

Item 5. — ''''Purchase of items for the military postal service; twine, 
stationery, letter scales, safes, canceling ink, furniture, and miscel- 
laneous articles,'*^ — As long as our regular stock in the supply divsion 
was available these items were furnished without specific charge 
against the Cuba and Porto Rico postal services. When, however, it 
was found that our regular stock of supplies was becoming exhausted 
or depleted, the goods requested in almost every instance were ordered 
from the regular departmental bidders. Mr. Helm has been the suc- 
cessful bidder for the past two years on the twine item for the Depart- 
ment; Gerry Jones, for letter scales; Mosler Safe Company, for safes; 
Ault Wiborg Company, for canceling ink; Braisted, for lead pencils; 
and R. Carter Ballantyne, John C. Parker and A. G. Nash, on the sta- 
tionerj^ items. The Yale & Towne Company and J. Holt Livingston 
are regular departmental contractors for post-office furniture, and in 
both instances it was the expressed wish of the directorrgeneral of 
posts of Porto Rico that the articles enumerated in his requisition be 
furnished by the manufacturers in question. 

The lack of competition suggested is only apparent, since most of 
the dealers referred to are and have been regular bidders for depart- 
mental business for years past, and the prices charged fairly approxi- 
mate those regularly charged the Department, with freight or cartage 
added. 

Item 6. — ^^ Additional irregularities in connection with pay roll of 
clerks and lahorers.^'^ — Gilmer Colson, referred to as having been 
appointed as laborer December 6, 1898, and supposed to be employed 
in the Poat-Office Department, was regularly employed in the Post- 
Office Department as a stoker in the fire room. Mr. A. S. Riddle, 
assistant engineer, regularly enrolled on the Post-Office Department 
pay roll, and paid from the departmental appropriation, was assigned 
to the care of an engine in the new post-office building at the especial 
request of the honorable Secretary of the Treasury, there being no 
fund at the command of either the Treasury Department or the Post- 
Office Department for the emplo3^ment of an engineer for this building 
until same was occupied by the Post-Office Department. This was 
merely a temporary arrangement. In other words, Colson could per- 
form Riddle's duties in the Post-Office Department, but it was neces- 
sary in the new post-office building to have a skilled engineer; hence 
the temporary detail of Mr. Riddle. 

The other persons mentioned were regularly appointed and should 
have been detailed to regular duty by the postmaster. That they 
were not regularly employed was never brought to the official notice 
of this Department. 

Item 8. — '''Expenses of certain Post-Office Department officials paid 
through the Washington, D. C, post-office.^'' — These expense accounts 
were duly sworn to and made out in the form and manner prescribed 
by the Sixth Auditor of the Treasury for the Post-Office Department. 
Vouchers were furnished where possible and the entire account regu- 
larly sworn to. This practice of paying departmental officials' expenses 
for traveling has been in vogue for many years, and has never been 
questioned. Recently, however, the Comptroller suggested that simi- 
lar accounts be hereafter paid by warrant through the disbursing 
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officer of the Post-Office Department, and arrangements have been 
made accordingly. 

Item 9, — '^ Cleaners.'*^— The persons referred to as cleaners were 
regularly appointed and detailed to the post-office at Washington, 
D. C. The postmaster was instructed, and it was part of his duty to 
have provided employment for them, or reported to this Department 
if it was a fact that there was no emploj^ment for them, when their 
services would have been dispensed with. 

Item 10 — ''^ Lease of Union Building for Washington City post- 
office.^^ — On June 24 and June 28, 1898, the attention of the Treasury 
Department was invited to the fact that the lease of the premises 
occupied by the Washington City post-office would expire on October 
1 of that year, and it was asked that the date be fixed when the new 
Government building would be ready for occupancy. It was also 
stated that the owners of the Union Building were anxious to consider 
another permanent tenant for their premises, and that they very mucli 
desired to know when said premises would be vacated and at their 
disposal. 

In reply thereto, on June 30, the honorable Secretary of the Treas- 
ury advises as follows, through the Supervising Architect: 

Your letter of the 28th instant, addressed to the chief clerk of this Department, 
has been referred to this office, asking as to the date of completion of that portion 
of the new post-office building in this city allotted for use by the city post-office. 

In reply, I have the honor to inform you that the first floor is entirely completed, 
and that the basement is practically so, and will be completed by the 15th of July. 
This portion of the building could be ready, therefore, for occupancy by that date, 
provided the force of temporary clerks now employed there on the new bond issue 
can be removed. But I would not advise that the post-office move in at that time, 
as of necessity the occupants of the post-office working room would be exposed to 
danger from falling material used in the construction of overhead work. 

This overhead work will be completed, however, between September 15 and 
October 1, 1898, so that if the first floor is vacated by the clerks employed tempo- 
rarily there by that time, there will be nothing in the way of the city post-office 
moving in by the latter date. 

This has no reference to the furnishing of the building, for which provision is 
made in the general deficiency bill pending in Congress. 

Should it be the desire of the Post-Office Department to occupy the building by 
the 1st of October, the Treasury Department should be informed thereof at the 
earliest possible moment. 

On July 6, 1898, on the same subject he makes the further state- 
ment: 

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your communication of the 24th 
ultimo in relation to installing, not later than the 15th of September next, the 
Washington City post-office in the new post-office building in this city, and to 
advise you that as far as relates to the matter of construction the post-office por- 
tion of the building named will be ready for occupation at that date. 

It is proper in this connection to call your attention to the fact that there is as yet 
no appropriation available against which can be charged the cost of furniture, gas 
fixtures, etc. , but as soon as such appropriation is made the matter will receive 
the attention of this Department, with the view of accepting proposals and secur- 
ing the delivery of the furniture, gas fixtures, etc, at the earliest date. 

As already intimated in letter addressed to you under date of the 30th ultimo 
by the Supervising Architect of this Department, a force of temporary clerks is 
now engaged in the building incident to the new bond issue, and the matter of 
vacating the quarters occupied by them prior to September 15 will receive due 
consideration. 

And, finally, on August 24, 1898, he advises: 

I have the honor to invite attention to prior correspondence in relation to secur- 
ing completion of the city post-office portion of the post-office building in this city 
for the transaction of postal business on or before September 30 next, and to state 
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that, while the work will be so far advanced at that date as to permit of such 
occupation, it has become necessary, by reason of the exigencies and volume of 
business connected with the war-bond issue, to make use of the first floor for the 
special bond force. It has developed also that this floor will be required, as indi- 
cated, for a period of at least eight weeks, in view of which arrangements should 
he made for continuing the rent of the present dty post-offlce until near the close 
of the month of November next at the earliest. 

On July 6 the new premises were inspected by a committee from 
this Department and the conditions as stated in the last letter of the 
honorable Secretary of the Treasury being then clearly evident, nego- 
tiations were resumed with the lessors of the Union Building looking 
toward an extension of the lease ending September 30, 1898, until 
such time as the Government building could be made ready for our 
occupancy. The lessors would not rent for a lower rental than 
$25,000 per annuni, and would consider no proposal for a shorter 
period than one year. Finally, a lease at 122,500 from July 1, 1898, 
was agreed upon, the lease to run one year, or until the post-office 
could be moved into the new Government building. 

At this particular time it appeared that the new building would not 
be ready until the following spring, and that if the Government were 
to pay at the rate of $20,000 per annum for the months of July, August, 
and September, 1898, and at the rate of $25,000 per annum thereafter 
the Government would be a loser thereby, especially if there should 
be any accident or unforeseen delay. The lease was therefore can- 
celed and a new lease made at $22,500 from July 1, 1898, as shown 
above. As a matter of fact, however, had we continued under the 
$20,000 lease and been obliged to pay at the rate of $25,000 for Octo- 
ber, November, and December, 1898, the result in dollars and cents 
would have been the same. The lease last made was canceled Decem- 
ber 31, 1898, by removal to the new Government building on November 
30, 1898. As fully four-fifths of the old post-office equipment was not 
moved from the Union Building (the Treasury Department having 
provided new equipment for the new Government building), the 
old premises were required for the first few days in December for the 
condemnation, auction, and sale of the Government property. Hav- 
ing retained possession of the premises for a few days in December, 
the Department was liable for a full month's rental. 

FREE-DELIVERY SERVICE. 

Item 11 — ''''Incidental expenses of certain persons in connection with 
the claims of letter carriers for overtime charges,''^ — Before taking up 
this item in detail it is proper that a brief statement should be made 
of the conditions that induced the Post-Office Department to pay the 
expenses of the persons employed by the Department of Justice in the 
settlement of letter carriers' overtime claims. 

The eight-hour law was passed May 24, 1888. Little or no eifective 
effort was made between 1888 and 1893 to enforce the law. This 
resulted in tlie wholesale making of overtime, for which letter carriers 
brought suit in the Court of Claims. Prior to 1893 a few cases were 
settled, but in every instance for the full amount claimed. At that 
time all testimony was in the form of depositions taken by attorneys, 
who, having had no experience whatever in the postal service, were 
unfamiliar with the details of the free-delivery service and the duties 
of letter carriers. Under such circumstances the Government pre- 
sented a very weak defense and the carrier was invariably given judg- 
ment for the full amount of his claim. It became very apparent that 
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at this rate it would require at least $9,000,000 and about twenty-five 
years to settle all claims. 

Both Postmaster-General Bissell and Assistant Attorney-General 
Dodge were impressed with the necessity of devising some practice or 
method by which the great accumulation of overtime claims might be 
speedily settled and in such a manner that the interests of the Grov- 
ernment would be fully protected. After a conference between the 
Post-Oflfice Department and the Department of Justice it was decided 
that, instead of having depositions taken in the various offices by 
local attorneys, the Court of Claims would appoint as commissioners 
persons thoroughly familiar with the free-delivery service to examine 
the records and witnesses in the presence of the claimant's attorneys 
and report their findings to the Court of Claims. 

It was then agreed that the Post-Office Department would bear its 
share of the expenses of these commissioners, including transporta- 
tion. 

I quote from the report of the Postmaster-General for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1894, as follows: 

To expedite a settlement of these claims (letter carriers' overtime claims), in 
wWch the interests of the Department, as well as those of the letter carriers, might 
he fully protected, an arrangement was made with the Department of Justice by 
which the assistant superintendent of the free-delivery system was commissioned 
by the Court of Claims a special commissioner in the settlement of overtime claims 
of letter carriers. The special commissioner entered upon his duties January 9, 
1894. * * '•' On September 15, 1894, the Court of Claims appointed another 
special commissioner to investigate and report upon letter carriers' overtime 
claims, and this ofl&ce detailed a clerk of the free-delivery division to assist the com- 
missioners in making necessary computations and to perform other clerical work 
necessary to a prompt adjudication of all claims. 

Again, from the Postmaster-General's report for the year ended 
June 30, 1895: 

The assistant superintendeLt of the free-delivery division and another employee 
of the Department, who were selected by the Court of Claims to act as specisJ com- 
missioners in the settlement of overtime claims, made very satisfactory progress in 
their investigation, and their work during the past year has produced very grati- 
fying results, which are contained in the following statement: 

Amount of judgments rendered by the Court of Claims on the reports 
of the Commissioners for which Congress was requested by the 
Secretary of the Treasury to provide an appropriation $951, 282. 94 

Amount of judgments rendered since the adjournment of Congress. 327, 841. 37 

Total amount in judgment..-- - - 1,279,124.31 

This represents about 70 per cent of the amounts claimed, and shows a saving 
to the Government of about $550,000. Fully 99 per cent of these judgments rep- 
resent claims that accrued before 1893, practically no effort having been made 
prior to that time for the disposal of overtime claims. 

The Post-Ofl&ce Department's share of the cost of this work from the date of 
its inauguration, January 9, 1894, to the close of the fisal year, June 30, 1895, does 
not exceed $10,000. 

This work has been continued from j^ear to year until it is now 
practically finished, the result being that claims aggregating some- 
thing like $9,000,000 have been settled for about $3,500,000 within a 
period of about five years, for which judgments have been rendered 
in the Court of Claims, causing a saving to the Government, as com- 
pared with the old method of settling claims, of about $5,500,000. 

The expenses of the commissioners and their clerks were paid from 
the appropriation for incidental expenses, free-delivery service, and 
were paid as a per diem " in lieu of all expenses." 
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In detailed estimates rendered from year to year to the Committee 
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads this item of expense was included, 
although, like a number of other items legitimately charged to inci- 
dental expenses, it was never mentioned in the appropriations. 

This expenditure was understood by the Auditor for the Post-Office 
Department both in this and the last Administration, and no question 
was ever raised as to the propriety of the Post-Office Department pay- 
ing these expenses until May, 1899, when the Comptroller of the 
Treasurj' rules that they were technically irregular and that the prac- 
tice of paying the expenses of employees of another Department should 
be discontinued. This was done May 31, 1899. 

Hem 7. — ''''Irregularity in the appointment^ compensation^ and pro- 
motion of Oliver H. Smith.^'^ — The records of the free-delivery division 
show that Mr. Smith was paid at the rate of 12 per day for his employ- 
ment during a part of the day in the painting, repairing, and erecting 
of street letter boxes, and the performance of such other work as he 
might be called upon to perform. 

The payment of Mr. Smith from two branches of the service was 
not deemed irregular, as the Department was of the opinion that any 
employee receiving $2,500 or less could be paid compensation on two 
different rolls. Section 53, P. L. & R., edition of 1893, reads: 

No person who holds an office the salary or annual compensation attached to 
which amounts to the sum of $2,500 shall receive compensation for discharging 
the duties of any other office, unless expressly authorized by law. ( R. S. , p. 1 763. ) 

As soon as the Comptroller of the Treasury called the Department's 
attention to this technical irregularity, it was discontinued. 
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Letter of the Postmaster- Oeneral, May 4., 190S, to the CivU Service 
Commission; replies of the Commission, May 5 and June 12, 1903; 
statement of Postmaster- General, June 13, 1903. 

May 4, 1903. 
Hon. John R. Procter, 

President United States Civil Service Commission, 
Sir: I should be pleased if you would have one of your examiners 
detailed to make an investigation of the Washington City post-office 
with a view of ascertaining whether or not the civil-service law and 
regulations have been and are being complied within the administra- 
tion of that office. 

Respectfully yours, 

H. C. Payne, 
Postmaster- General. 



United States Civil Service Commission, 

Washington, D. C, May 5, 1903. 
The Honorable the Postmaster-General. 

Sir: The Commission has the honor to acknowledge the receipt of 
your communication of May 4, requesting that one of the Commis- 
sion's examiners be detailed to make an investigation of the Washing- 
ton city post-office, with a view of ascertaining whether the civil-service 
law and regulations have been and ai'e being complied with in the 
administration of that office. 

The Commission takes pleasure in advising you that Dr. George W. 
Leadley, chief of the service record division, and Mr. C. W. Bartlett, 
one of the Commission's examiners, have been instructed to confer 
with you and to make the investigation as requested. 
Ver}^ respectfully, 

John R. Procter, President 



Attention is called to the fact that since my incumbency of the posi- 
tion of Postmaster-General the Civil Service Commission report that 
there have been but 10 persons transferred to the Washington city 
post-office by appointment from smaller offices and that these 10 were 
appointed to their respective places six months or more prior to their 
transfer, which is in compliance with the law, rules, and regulations 
of the civil service as they now exist. 

It will be noted that the Commission report that every person occu- 
pying a competitive classified place in the Washington post-office is 
there by rignt of a certificate regularly issued by the Civil Service 
Commission. 
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Regai'ding unskilled laborers, which have not been subject to classi- 
fication, it is proper to say that there has been much consideration of 
this question on the part of the Civil Service Commission and the 
Department, and many conferences have been had on this subject. 
On July 2, 1902, an agreement was reached and regulations adopted 
which were agreed to by the Civil Service Commission and the 
Department which will do away with all cause for complaints as to 
irregularities in the appointment of this class of employees. 

The point raised by the report regarding the promotion of certain 
employees in the office which have been directed by the Department 
occurred previous to January 1, 1902. No such directions for promo- 
tions as are referred to have been authorized by me since I have been 
Postmaster-General. 

June 13, 1903. 

Above was dictated in the presence of Mr. Procter, and assented to 
bv him as being in accordance with the facts. 

H. C. Payne, 
Postmaster- General. 



United States Civil Service Commission, 

Washingto7i^ D. 6^., June 12^ 1903. 
The Honorable the Postmaster-General. 

Sir: The Commission has the honor to submit herewith, with its 
approval, the report of an investigation made by its representatives 
in compliance with your written request of May 4, 1903, and your 
oral instructions to determine (1) whether all of the employees out- 
side the force of carriers were regularly in the service and entitled to 
their positions; (2) whether the civil-service rules had been observed 
in the employment and assignment of laborers, and (3) whether there 
had been a general observance of the civil-service law and rules in the 
administration of the Washington post-office during the incumbency 
of the present postmaster. 

In answer to the first question, whether all of the employees outside 
the force of carriers were regularly in the service and entitled to their 
positions, the report shows that appointments to competitive classified 
positions in the Washington post-office during the administration of 
Postmaster Merritt have been made in close conformity with the spirit 
and letter of the civil-service rules, except when transfers from out- 
side offices of persons appointed for the purpose of classification and 
improper assignments of laborers to classified duties have interfered 
with tne proper method of appointment. An inspection of certifica- 
tions taken at random shows that the postmaster selected for appoint- 
ment 90 out of 100 persons whose names were certified to him from 
the registers of the Commission, although the requirement of the civil- 
service rules would have been met by the selection of one from each 
certification of three names, or only 60 out of 100. 

In 1897 a practice was adopted by the Post-Office Department and 
continued for the purpose and with the effect of evading the require- 
ment of the civil-service law and rules that appointmente to classified 
positions shall be based upon competitive examination. The method 
employed was to appoint persons to unclassified post-offices shortly 
berore the classification of those offices, by the establishment of the 
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free-delivery service, and to transfer to other oflSces and departments 
the persons so appointed shortly after their classification, the effect 
of the combined appointment and transfer being to admit the persons 
designated to positions which should have been tilled by open competi- 
tive examination. The number of persons thus entering classified 
positions by appointments in smaller oflSces and subsequent transfers 
increased from 2 in 1897 to 22 in 1898, 28 in 1899, and reaching the 
maximum number of 61 in 1900, and decreasing to 15 in 1901, 8 in 
1902, and 2 in 1903. The last 10 were appointed six months prior to 
their classification. The total number of such appointments and trans- 
fers was 138. 

The Commission, on February 9, 1898, called the attention of the 
Department to the evil which would result, and requested that the 
practice be discontinued. The First Assistant Postmaster-General, 
on February 19, 1898, replied in a letter in part as follows: 

I have to say that, in compliance with your suggestion, it is the purpose of the 
Department in the future to confine appointments of persons at post-offices where the 
establishment of free delivery is contemplated to a period of not less than six Tveeks 
prior to the establishment, and the appointments to residents of the city in which 
the establishment of free delivery is to be made. Unless the emergency is great and 
necessity extreme, it is our determination to make no appointmet at these offices 
earlier than sixty or ninety days, and, unless the nonresident has expert knowledge 
of the postal service and his especial abilities are required in the establishment, to 
refuse all applications for the appointment of others than residents of the city where 
the establishment is to be effected. 

The practice continued, notwithstanding this promise to discontinue 
it, and the Commission wrote many letters of protest to the Depart- 
ment, among them being the letters of May 16, June 11, and Novem- 
ber 7, 1898, April 4 and April 11, 1899, and May 24, 1900. 

With a view to curing the evil or greatly restricting it, the Com- 
mission submitted to the President, on June 20, 1898, a draft of a pro- 
posed amendment of the civil- service rules to require that no person 
should be transferred until after six months' actual service in the 
office in which he became classified. On June 11, 1900, this sugges- 
tion to the President was renewed. On December 7, 1901, the pro- 
posed amendment was submitted again, and became a part of the civil- 
service rules four days later. It is believed that this, with the amend- 
ments made in the revised rules of April 15, 1903, will prevent this 
abuse in future. 

During the whole period of the continuance of this abuse the Com- 
mission adopted every means which, in its judgment, might lead to a 
remedy. 

In his report of his investigation of the Somerville and Summit, 
N. J., post-offices in 1900, which was transmitted to the Postmaster- 
General, Mr. Procter said: 

The persons who were classified in those offices and borne on the rolls, and who 
never appeared and rendered service, it appears were illegally paid if paid from the 
funds of the Post-Ofl5ce Department, because they did not render service. They 
were illegally paid if paid in the Post-Olfice Department or in the Philadelphia post- 
ofl&ce, where some of them were serving, because thev were borne upon the rolls 
elsewhere. If they did not receive pay for the time when they were so borne upon 
the rolls at the Summit and Summerville offices, it is a violation of the statute pro- 
hibiting the rendering of service without compensation. 

These appointments were made of people who do not reside in the postal districts, 
but were forced upon the postmasters by the Department, thus making the subordi- 
nate cooperate with the Department in evasion of the law, which is very demoraliz- 
ing to the public service. 
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Of the application of this practice to the Washington post-office it 
may be said that at least 20 persons were appointed to outside offices 
shortly before, and transferred to the Washington office shortly after, 
the establishment of free delivery in said outside offices. Eighteen 
out of the 20 employees were either in unclassified positions in the 
Government service in Washington or resided in Washington or its 
vicinity at the time of their nominal appointment. Only 6 ever entered 
upon duty in the outside offices. Eight of them have been continuously 
in the Government service in Washington from dates preceding their 
nominal appointments to outside offices to the present time, the for- 
mality of appointment and transfer having caused no break in their 
service. Ten of the employees took the oath of their nominal appoint- 
ments in Washington, 7 took it in the outside offices, and 3 have no 
recollection of taking it at all. Four drew pay from the outside offices, 
but did no work there, and 1 drew pay from the post-office at Salis- 
bury, Md., for seven months, serving there four or five weeks, and 
the remainder of the time in the Washington office. Most, if not all, 
of these cases involved the cooperation of the postmasters at the several 
outside offices with the Department in evasion of the law, and the 
Washington postmaster was similarly involved by the subsequent trans- 
fers of the persons so appointed. The Commission issued certificates 
for these transfers under protest, and endeavored to stop the practice, 
as stated elsewhere, insisting upon actual service in the outside office 
prior to transfer when it found that persons who had not so served 
were transferred. 

From March, 1897 to May, 1903, there were 56 transfers to the 
Washington post-office, while during the same period there were only 
34 transfers to the post-offices in BuflPalo, Cincinnati, Cleveland, New 
Orleans, and Pittsburg, each of which has a greater population than 
Washington. 

Closely akin to the cases iust considered are those of at least four 
employees appointed in small offices shortly before their consolidation 
with the Washington office, who were appointed in order that they 
might be coverd by the classification rather than in the interests of the 
service, as is shown by their immediate transfer to other stations. 
According to Postmaster Merritt, the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General declared that one of the persons who was classified in the 
post-office at Langdon by its consolidation with the Washington office 
on May 1, 1903, was appointed partly for the purpose of classification, 
and that he would stand for it. 

Mr. Oliver H. Smith, now on the rolls of the office under the desig- 
nation of finance clerk, is engaged mainly in the supervision of the 
laboring force, and has never been regularly and actually assigned to 
act as auditor, such assignment being one of the conditions necessary 
to the exception of the position of finance clerk from the requirement 
of examination. It appears that Mr. Smith should be actually assigned 
to the duties of auditor or be separated from the service. 

Concerning the second subject of the investigation — whether the 
civil-service rules had been observed in the employment and assign- 
ment of laborers — the report shows that of the 59 laborers constitut- 
ing the present laborer force of the Washington post-office 42 are per- 
forming, in the main, work properly pertaining to the position of 
unclassified laborer, though 3 of them formerly did classified work; 
that 10 are performing the duties of watchmen, which should be per- 
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formed by classified employees, and that 7 are engaged mainly upon 
duties of a classified nature. 

Fifty-six laborers were appointed and removed during the adminis- 
tration of the present postmaster, a number but slightly smaller than 
the present total force of laborers. Of this number 35 were appointed 
by direction of the Department, 13 by the postmaster at the solic- 
itation of members of Congress and other prominent men, and 8 by 
the postmaster on his own initiative. Twenty-nine of these employees 
were assigned to classified work with the knowledge and consent of 
the Post-OflSce Department. It appears from the testimony of the 
postmaster that he protested against this practice; that in the cases of 
several of these appointees there was no necessity for their services; 
that persons appointed under the designation of laborer and assigned 
to classified work were inferior to those selected from the eligible reg- 
isters of the Commission ; and that equal eflBciency would have been 
secured, with much greater economy, had the Department left the 
personnel of the force to his own selection. 

The thirdquestion which the investigation was to determine — whether 
there had been a general observance of the civil -service law and rules 
in the administration of the Washington post-oflSce during the incum- 
benc}^ of the present postmaster — hardly admits of a direct aflirmative 
or negative answer. The principal instances of disregard of the civil- 
service rules are those already considered. Another departure from 
the observance of the civil service appears in the promotions of certain 
employees in the Washington post-office which have been directed by 
the Department, although reports of efficiency are neither requested 
nor received by the Department. A case in point is that of a lady 
who was nominally a]>pointed in the Moorestown, N. J., post-office, 
but never left the Washington post-office; who owed her appointment 
to the classification-transfer method; was promoted from September 
1, 1900, to July 1, 1901, from $600 to $1,600 per annum by direction 
of the Department; and is doing the work formerly done by an 
employee who received a compensation of onlj $1,000 per annum. 

The information disclosed by the investigation seems to warrant the 
statement that appointments to classified positions in the W^ashington 
post-office without examination, by the devious method of appointment 
m small unclassified offices, or in offices about to be consoliaated, and 
subsequent transfer, and the appointments of those laborers who were 
appointed and separated during the administi-ation of the present post- 
master, show a wide departure in policy from a strict regard for the 
public interest, and afford indications that the Department used the 
Washington post-office, for political and personal purposes to an extent 
which left the authority or the postmaster in transfers and appoint- 
ments of this sort but little more than nominal, and placed the office 
in many respects in the relation of a bureau to the Department. 

The investigation seems to show clearly that most of the irregulari- 
ties herein set forth were directed bip^ the Department or requested or 
suggested by high departmental officials, and in either case came to the 
postmaster with all the force of a direction. With the exception of 
the appointment of 8 laborers afterwards separated, 3 clerks appointed 
to offices about to be classified, and 1 employee appointed in the Good 
Hope post-office just before its consolidation, it appears that Postmas- 
ter Merritt did not initiate anv of these improper appointments or 
assignments, and his responsibility for them appears to be secondary 
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aud dependent upon the extent to which a subordinate is justified in 
protesting a^inst the orders or suggestions of his official superiors. 

The investigation indicates that tne employees who entered the serv- 
ice by transfer and without examination are in general inferior to 
those apj)ointed through competition. The investigations made by the 
Commission show that many of the persons who entered the service by 
transfer had failed upon competitive examination, were from States 
which were in excess of the apportionment, or had not passed with 
sufficiently high grades to be reached for appointment by the regular 
methods. 

It is the observation of the Commission that where a service or an 
office remains unclassified there is always a tendency to increase the 
number of employees beyond the number actually required for the 
transaction of business. 

Among the emplovees in the Department or in the post-office serv- 
ice who were brought into the classified service within the last few 
years by classification, having been appointed without examination 
under the rules, were 30 war emergency employees classified by the 
act of April 28, 1902, 12 made permanent under paragraph 17 of Rule 
VIII, and 338 classified in the rural free delivery on November 27, 
1901. The total number of employees in these three classes who 
entered the service upon considerations other than fitness as ascer- 
tained by competitive examination was 380. 

Nearly all of the clerks and messengers in the rural free-delivery 
service who were covered into the classified service were in positions 
in Washington, D. C. One hundred and thirty-three of them were 
appointed prior to July 1, 1901; 26 were appointed in the four months 
inmiediatelj'^ preceding the classification, and 56 were appointed in the 
twenty-six days preceding classification. How many of these were 
appointed for reasons other than the needs of the service it is, of 
course, impossible for the Commission to determine; but that the 
service was packed with employees in the interests of the individual 
is indicated by the fact that the number of appointments in the month 
of the classification was more than twice as great as for the preceding 
four months. This assumption is strongly supported by the fact that 
during the entire eighteen months that tnis service has been classified 
there have been 17 persons selected for appointment to positions 
within the District of Columbia, as against 56 clerks and messengers 
appointed during the twenty-six days preceding the classification. 

There was no necessity of anticipating the needs of the service by 
an excessive number of appointments just before classification, for the 
Commission had registers of eligibles at that time which were ample, 
and also appropriate, as is shown by the fact that all but 4 of the 
37 appointments which have been made to the rural free-delivery 
service in the District of Columbia and outside since November 27, 
1901, were from registers then in existence. 

The appointments made under the circumstances above set forth 
resulted in a congestion of the service, and when a reduction is to be 
made the employees appointed for political or personal considerations 
are cared for sometimes at the expense of persons appointed upon 
merit and without influence. In relieving the branches of the service 
thus crowded with employees, transfers are made to other parts of the 
service, to the injury of eligibles in line for appointment by reason of 
their ascertained fitness. 
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The passing of the war emergency, the amendment on December 11, 
1901, of the rule relating to transfers, and the new provisions of the 
revised rules which became effective on April 16, 1903, will, it is 
believed, prevent the continuance of these abuses in the classified ser- 
vice; and the adoption, at the earliest practicable date, of regulations 
for the employment of laborers in the Washington post-oflSce, in 
accordance with the Executive order of March 26, 1903, will, there is 
reason to hope, put the employment of laborers on the basis of fitness 
and the neeas of the service. 

Very respectfully, John R. Procter, President, 
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Letter to the Postmaster- General. 

Philadelphia, June i?5, 190S. 
Hon. Henry C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 

Sir: In view of the partial publication of the letter of Fourth Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General Bristow on the so-called " TuUoch charges " and 
of the accompanying reports of inspectors made to him in 1899 and 
1900, I deem it incumbent on me, for a right public understanding, to 
make a further statement, supplementary to my letter of May 27, and 
to present the papers in their proper relation. 

Appended to this letter, and to be treated as a part of it, will be 
found: First, a complete copy, marked "Exhibit A," of the itemized 
statement of the Tulloch charges, as submitted to me at the time they 
were made. Second, in parallel columns, a complete copy (except as 
indicated in the text), marked " Exhibit B," of the confidential report of 
Inspector in Charge Smith, which is the main document accompanying 
General Bristow's letter. Third, a complete copy, marked '^ Exhibit 
C," of the report which came as a result of the examination made when 
the Tulloch charges were submitted, and which embodies the answer, 
and the explanation of the transactions referred to. 

It will be seen that the Tulloch statement and the inspector's report 
are practically identical. At many points the language is exactly the 
same. It is as if they were written by the same hand. The Tulloch 
statement was submitted to me. The inspector's report was submitted 
to the Fourth Assistant. It was the business of the inspector to find 
whatever seemed to call for explanation; it was left to the Postmaster- 
General to find the explanation and the truth. 

This was done by probing the Tulloch statement when it was pre- 
sented. All of the transactions described as irregular were examined 
and a report was made to me which took them up item by item and 
groups of items and gave the facts and the explanations in each case. 
. To this report, which appears below as Exhibit C, I direct particular 
attention. If its statements are correct, then on most points its expla- 
nations are satisfactory. Its accuracy in all its specific averments nas 
never been impeached in any quarter. On the mam points it is believed 
to be beyond successful challenge. 

These main points may be thus summed up, each in a sentence: First, 
names of military postal clerks were put on the general roll till the 
military appropriation became available; then they were transferred to 
the military roll. Second, the bond premiums of military postal clerks 
were paid for good reasons, which are plainly set forth and which had 
the approval oi the Comptroller. Third, the purchases of Porto Rico 
supplies were made from the regular Department contractors named 
under competition and at regular contract prices. Fourth, the vouchers 
for expenses of Department officials traveling on official business were 
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made as required by the Auditor. Fifth, the lease of the Washington 
post-office was shown to be entirely justified. Sixth, the apparently 
double payment of those employed in examining letter carriers' claims 
is fully explained. 

These points embrace all that are specified in the charges, except the 
items relating to appointments, including the individual cases of Lamer 
and O. H. Smith, and thus the matters open to question are reduced 
to the appointments which, all told, involve 13 clerks and 7 cleaners. 
Even this is not an irreducible minimum, for several of these appoint- 
ments, as shown in the explanatory statement, were perfectly right 
and beyond any question. 

More than one-half of the inspector's report is taken up with a 
minute and detailed statement as to the cases of Larner and O. H. 
Smith. Of the latter I had no knowledge and say nothing. Of the 
former I have some recollection, as it was the only one or the cases 
that was appealed to me. Larner had been appointed a military postal 
clerk for Porto Rico by the First Assistant's Bureau. He went under 
a promise from that Bureau of compensation at the rate of $1,400 a 
year. About that time I fixed the general compensation of clerks in 
rorto Rico, as I was empowered to do by law, at |l,200 a year. When 
Larner returned he refused to settle his unsettled account on that 
basis and appealed to me. He insisted that he had been promised 
$1,400 and 1 found on inquiry that this was true. I ordered that he 
should be paid what he had been promised as I had a right to do. Out 
of that question of rate and out of the question of the actual length of 
his service grew the whole story of alleged irregularity which takes 
up one-fourth of the inspector's report, except as it involves a few 
items of his expense account. One of the questions at issue in the 
latter was the question whether in the special Porto Rican service 
''seidlitz powders, pills, pennyroyal, and calomel" should be treated 
as a personal expense or as chargeable to the Government. 

Wnen the charges of irregularity were made my duty was plain. 
It was to have them examined and, if there were irregiilanties, to have 
them corrected. This is exactly what was done. The explanations 
were reported as they appear in Exhibit C, and to me most of them 
seemed satisfactory. I was the more assured in this judgment from 
the fact that the Comptroller of the Treasury, who made a searching 
investigation at the time and thoroughly examined all the vouchers, 
allowed all except $160 in total amount. As to those points of the 
explanation which were not satisfactory to me I said in my letter of 
May 27, and can onl}^ repeat: 

I should not be altogether candid if I did not say that in some cases I was not con- 
vinced of the necessity or propriety of the transactions. These questionable trans- 
actions consisted for the most part of placing on the roll a few persons the need of 
whose services was not clearly shown. When these facts develoj)ed the proper 
oflScers were instructed that every proceeding which could not be justified should be 
remedied and stopped. 

The same report of the inspector, made in 1899, states at the con- 
clusion that during the course of the inspection "he, Beavers, re- 
quested the inspector to inform the inspector in charge that when 
he struck the names of the charwomen oflf tne stations it would be well 
not to mention them in his report, as they were personal appointments 
of the Postmaster-General." 

I do not know whether this statement was made or not, but the fact 
is that of all the appointments referred to in the report I had personal 
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knowledge of and personal interest in only one. That was the case of 
a most estimable newspaper woman, long a successful Washington cor- 
respondent, whom 1 had known for twenty -five years, and who, through 
misfortune, was in much distress. Knowing her need and being able 
to help her I should have been a brute if I had failed to do so. As she 
was not on the roll of eligibles she could not be made a clerk, and I 
requested that a place should be found for her on the roll of laborers. 
Months afterwards I learned, to my surprise, that she was enrolled as 
a cleaner, and, though a refined lady of education, had conscientiously 
been doing a cleaner's work. Immediately I sought to find a place 
more suitable to her position and antecedents, and happily succeeded. 
That was absolutely the onlv case of all involved in wnich I had any 
personal part. If anybody thinks the Postmaster-General should know 
the number of cleaners and whether they were all at work, I have 
nothing to say. 

General Bristow is entirely right in saying that he spoke to me at 
the time about the inspector's report. His statement would have been 
complete if he had added what I stated in my letter of May 27, as 
follows: 

About the same time Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General Bristow informed me 
that inspectors had found the same apparent or actual irregularities in the Washing- 
ton oflSce* I advised him, according to my recollection, of the investigation which 
the Comptroller of the Treasury had made and of the steps which were being taken 
to rectify any wrong. 

I wish to accept the largest measure of responsibility which belongs 
to me in connection with all these matters, but it seems due to fairness 
to state certain facts. The war against Spain, declared three or four 
days later, was dated back to April 21, 1898. That was the very day 
on which I was sworn in as Postmaster-General. My first duty, before 
even familiarizing myself with the Department, was to make immediate 
provision for the letters of the scattered army of 250,000 men which 
was pronaptly raised, followed by provision for the full mail of the 
islands. The administration had been installed for more than a year. 
The department force had been organized, and of course it was prop- 
erly accepted as it was found. When the immediate duty in hand was 
taken up it was discovered, curiously enough, that there were abso- 
lutely no records of the military postal service in the civil war. There 
were no known precedents. We had nothing to guide us. We had to 
make our own plans. The determination of the general plan and policy 
devolved on the Postmaster-General. The execution of the details 
devolved on the First Assistant's Bureau. We had at first no special 
appropriation and so had to meet the requirements out of the regular 
appropriation. Afterwards, when the special appropriation became 
available, we had to recoup the general appropriation in order that the 
regular service might not suffer. These things were effected in part 
through the Washington office, and orders were given which subor- 
dinate officials neither did nor were required to understand, and out 
of it has grown a vast deal of unnecessary misunderstanding. 

It is my purpose to address you respecting the letter of the Civil 
Service Commission on the subject, but that will more properly form 
a separate communication. The minor and unimporteint report of 
Inspector Little, made in 1900, I shall deal with in a different way. 
Respectfully, yours, 

Charles Emory Smith. 
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EXHIBIT A. 

The Tulloch Charges. 

statement of irregularities reported 
by mr. 8. w. tulloch to postmaster- 
general smith. 



[The second of the above headings is an exact 
copy of the heading of the document as it was 
filed.] 



Item No, 1, 

E. S. Allen, employed at $1,400 per an- 
num, appointed March 15, 1899, as me- 
chanic on military roll, engaged in trav- 
eling and testing canceling machines in 
the United States. 

H. A. Cummings, appointed August 
22, 1898, on military roll, detailed at 
Post-Office Department, $1,000. 

D. M. Monroe, appointed April 1, 1899, 
on military roll, detailed at Post-Office 
Departmwit. 

F. E. Murray, appointed September 21, 
1898, on military roll, detailed at Post- 
Office Department, $1,000. 

None of the above-named parties ap- 
pear to have performed any service m 
connection witn military-post matter. 



EXHIBIT B. 

The Inspector's Report. 

exhibit b attached to general bristow's 

LETTER. 

[Confidential report of Inspector in Charge Smith 
in connection with the inspection of the poet- 
office at Washington, D. C, concluded June 30, 
1899, setting forth certain irr^ularitles discov- 
ered hy him, which, in his judgment, indicate 
a condition of afifairs demanding an immediate, 
thorough, and exhaustive investigation.] 

Item No, 1, 

Edward S. Allen, appointed March 16, 
1899, $1,400, as expert mechanic, mili- 
tary roll. It appears he is engaged in 
traveling and testing canceling machines 
in the United States. 

H. A. Cummings, appointed August 
22, 1898, transferr^ to military roll at 
$900, and detailed to Department, salary 
and allowance division, January 17, 
1899, promoted to $1,000 to date from 
January 1, 1899. 

D. M. Monroe, appointed April 1, 1899, 
placed on military roll by First Assistant 
Postmaster-General and reported to him 
for assignment. Not known where he is 
performing service, but supposed to be 
at Department. 

Frank E. Murray, appointed Septem- 
ber 21, 1898, at $1,000, military roll, per- 
forming service at Department. 

None of the above-named appear to 
have performed any service in connection 
with military postal matters, and no 
good reason appears, either, for their 
original appointment or continuance on 
the roll. 



Item No. 2, 

January 1 (evidently an error here or 
in the inspector's report, the dates Janu- 
ary 1 and 3 manifestly referring to the 
same letter) and 10, 1899, First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, by letter, transferred 
20 clerks from clerks* roll Washington, 
D. C, post-office to military roll. Most 
of these clerks are now employed as clerks 
in Washington, D. C, post-office. 



Item No. S. 

Disallowance of the account of W. S. 
Larner. 

W. S. Larner, military postal clerk, by 
order of the First Assistant Postmaster- 



Item No. 2. 

January 3 and 10, 1899, First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, by letter, transferred 
20 clerks from clerks' roll to military roll, 
and inspector understands most of these 
are performing duty in the Washington 
post-office. Inspector cites letter of Act- 
ing First Assistant Postmaster-General, 
dated January 3, 1899 (G. W. B.), to the 
effect that **from January 1, 1899, the 
last 20 clerks appointed in your office will 
be paid from the military appropriation," 
and requesting a report showmg the names 
of these clerks in order that they might 
be temporarily dropped from the regular 
clerk-hire roll. 

Item No. S. 

The details of the payment to W. S. 
Larner, a military postal clerk, under 
protest, by the cashier, of $118.93, subse- 
quently disallowed by the Auditor of the 
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General's office, was paid by the cashier 
of Washington, D.C., post-office the sum 
of $118.93 under protest, which sum was 
subsequently disallowea by Auditor of 
the Treasury January 4, 1899. 



Treasury on January 4, 1899, are set forth 
in a letter from the cashier to the post- 
master, dated February 8, 1899, to the 
effect that on November 1, 1898, by direc- 
tion of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, salaries and allowances division, 
October 31, 1898, he paid W. S. Lamer, 
late military postal clerk, traveling 
expenses to Porto Rico and return, as 
follows: 

Account quarter ended Sept. 30, 
1898 $53.76 

Account quarter ended Dec. 31, 
1898 57.01 



110. 77 



That the voucher for the quarter ended 
September 30, 1898, was forwarded to the 
Auditor with the postal account for that 
quarter; that on November 29, 1898, an 
unsigned letter bearing the initials G. W. 
B. was forwarded from the First Assistant 
Postmaster-Greneral, salary and allowance 
division, directing the payment of Lar- 
ner*8 salary up to and including November 
15, 1898; that the attention of the salary 
and allowance division was called to the 
omission of the signature and the Wash- 
ington office was aa vised * * do not pay Lar- 
ner after October 31 until otherwise ad- 
vised. ' ' That on November 30, 1898, the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General, salary 
and allowance division, wrote, referring to 
communication of November 29, directing 
payment of salary due W. S. Larner up to 
and including November 15; that the 
Washington office was authorized to pay 
Lamer to October 31, 1898, "from which 
date his services terminate.*' 

That on December 8, 1898, the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, salary and 
allowance division, wrote, referring to his 
letter of the 7th instant, authorizing pay- 
ment of salary of W. S. Larner, clerk in 
military postal service in Porto Rico, up 
to and including October 31, 1898, author- 
izing the Washington office to pay Lar- 
ner' s salary to November 15 at the rate of 
$1,200 per annum, stating that this would 
entitle him to $48.91 for fifteen days, and 
that from this amount $14 should be 
deducted as follows: 

For meals on steamer Seneca^ August 
31, 1898, to September 7, 1898.... $12 

One bath tub for use of postal com- 
mittee 2 

These items having been disallowed in 
his account which was authorized to be 

Eaid under date of October 31, leaving a 
alance due of $34.91, and that Larner's 
services terminate November 15, 1898. 

That upon receipt of this letter vouch- 
ers of Larner on account of quarter ended 
December 31, 1898, were forwarded to 
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Auditor with the request for an examina- 
tion, in order that final payment might 
be made Lamer on his salary account; 
that before this request reached the Audi- 
tor the Washinprton office received from 
the Auditor communication, dated Decem- 
ber 10, calling attention to voucher No. 
46, W. S. Lamer, $53.76; and items for 
express charges, $2.50; cab hire, Septem- 
ber 7 to 30, $7.50, and incidental ex- 
penses, August 30 to September 30, $10, 
and stating that Larner should be re- 
quired to submit a detailed statement of 
expenditures, amounting to $10, for which 
he does not furnish vouchers. 

That some hours after the receipt of 
this communication the cashier was ob- 
liged to leave his office and left instruc- 
tions that if Mr. Larner called he was to 
be informed no final payment could be 
made him until his expense account was 
adjusted by the Auditor, as he would be 
required to furnish the information called 
for by the Auditor and additional informa- 
tion as might be required in similar items 
in his account of December 31, 1898; that 
during the cashier's absence Lamer called, 
refused to wait for reply from the Auditor, 
demanded an immediate settlement, 
which was refused, and proceeded to the 
Department with reference to the matter; 
that the postmaster being confined at the 
time by sickness, the assistant postmaster 
received a telephone message from the 
Department asking why Lamer could not 
receive the salary authorized to be paid 
him; that response being made that the 
cashier did not care to make final settle- 
ment until he had ascertained the items 
in the account disallowed bv the Auditor 
or what corrections might be necessary, 
the assistant postmaster was informea 
that the Washmgton office "held a letter 
from the First Assistant Postmaster-Gen- 
eral directing payment to be made Mr. 
Lamer, and if that was not good enough 
perhaps it would obey one signed by the 
Postmaster-General. ' ' That the assistant 
postmaster having called the matter to 
the attention of the cashier was informed 
that if payment was desired under the 
circumstances it would be made under 
protest and only under written instruc- 
tions; that Larner again demanded the 
amount claimed to he due him, and re- 
fused to receipt for same at $1,200 per an- 
num, claiming he was to be paid at $1,400, 
and had so arranged witn the Depart- 
ment; that satisfactory instructions in 
writing having been received from the 
assistant postmaster Lamer was paid at 
the rate or $1,400 per annum for tne pe- 
riod November 1 to 15, less $14 disal- 
lowed. 

That on December 13, 1898, the Auditor, 
replying to the request for examination 
of Lamer* s vouchers, reported that the 
claim for subsistence, $10.50, October 4 
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Item No. 4- 

Payment of bonds of military postal 
clerks 

August 11,1 898. Authority of the First 
Assistont Postmaster-General, premium 
on bond of G. M. Hunt and stamp on 
bond of N. A. Smith, $25.50. 

August 26, 1898. Authority for pay- 
ment of premium on bonds of Whitney, 
McKenna, and Van Alstyn, $61.50. 

(Here follow other cases of the same 
kind.) 

Item No, 6. — Purchases for military service. 

Purchase of the following items were 
authorized on the dates below: 

February 3, 1899, bill of M. D. 
Helm, 3,500 pounds of jute 
twine, at $0.0665 per pound. $232. 75 

February 23, 1899, traveling ex- 
penses of L. J. Robinson from 
Appleton, Wis., to Washing- 
ton, D. C 23.00 

February 7, 1899, bill of John C. 
Parker for stationery 96. 45 

March 2, 1899, bill of Ballan- 
tyneR. Carter 82.69 

March 2, 1899, bill of Andrews, 
R. P., <feCo 23.50 

March 28, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, 24 cuspidors 24. 00 

March 28, 1899, bill of M. D. 
Helm, 542 pounds twine, 
0.0665 per pound 36.04 

March 7, 1899, bill of Gerry 
Jones, letter scales 40.50 



to 11, should specify places where such 
sum was expended; an item of $10 for 
expenses from October 1 to 24, for which 
no vouchers were obtainable, should be 
accompanied by a detail statement; that 
on December 12 and 14, 1898, Lamer was 
requested to call at the Washington office 
and furnish information required by the 
Auditor and return $8. 16 overpayment of 
salary obtained by misrepresentation; 
that on December 16 Mrs. Lamer stated 
that Mr. Lamer was out of town; that 
she was requested to forward the corre- 
spondence to Mr. Lamer, but that no an- 
swer was received to such requests; that 
on January 4, 1899, the Auditor disal- 
lowed the account of Lamer for quarter 
ended September 30, 1898, pending com- 
pliance with his demand; that he would 
also do this with reference to the voucher 
account of quarter ended December 31, 
1898, and that the cashier having paid the 
amounts in question under protest in pur- 
suance of written instructions, $118.93 
would be suspended against the post- 
master and his bond, subject to such credit 
as might ultimately be obtained from the 
Auditor on account of vouchers submitted 
by Lamer. 

Item No. 4- 

Attention is called to the payment of 
premium on the bond of military postal 
clerks by the Washington office, on au- 
thority of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, which appears to have been 
made without autnority of law, as ex- 
penses of official bonds are not chai^sea- 
ble to the United States. Items are given 
showing for whom paid and amounts, 
aggregating $393.15. 



Item No. 6. 

Attention is calle<l to certain items of 
expenditures authorized for the military 
postal service of supplies, furniture, trav- 
eling expenses, a^regating $8,750.70, 
with the statement that whether or not 
the foregoing items were purchased in 
the open market, or as the result of com- 
petitive bids, the inspector is unable to 
say, but that the prices paid for some of 
the articles enumerated, such as wash- 
stands at $40 each, appear to have been 
highly excessive, and lead to the belief 
that the feature of competition did not 
enter into the transaction. 
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March 28, 1898, bill of A. L. 
Nash, stationery $28. 75 

March 31, 1899, bill of Mosler 
Safe Co., one safe 300.00 

March 31, 1899, bill of Ault Wi- 

borg Co. , canceling ink 54. 00 

May 5 and 6, 1899, bill of J. Holt 
Livingstone, for furniture, 
Porto Rico. (Question as to 
competition; prices appear to 
behigh.) 509.10 

May 5, 1899, bill of J. C. Parker, 
for stationery • 43.90 

April 27, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, for stationery 256. 30 

April 27, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, for stationery 30. 00 

April 22, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, for two seats 2.00 

April 10, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker 13.50 

April 10, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker 10.00 

April 27, 1899, bill of George 
W. Cobb, jr., for furniture 
shipped to Porto Rico 1,118.00 

May 6, 1899, bill of G. W. Cobb, 
for furniture 617.50 

May 6, 1899, bill of C. S. Brais- 
ted, 475 dozen pencils, blue, 
8,5,10 i.... 40.37 

May 12, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, for stationery 90. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, 6 clocks, $12.50 75. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, Smith Premier type- 
writer 100.00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, typewriter cabinet. . 25. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, chair 7.00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. 
Parker, copy holder 2. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Par- 
ker, dictionary holder 5. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Par- 
ker, 12 bill files 1.75 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Par- 
ker, 5, 000 sheets Crane' s linen 
typewriter paper, at $3 15. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Par- 
ker for stationery 119. 50 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Par- 
ker for stationery 52.00 

May 22, 1899, bill of J. C. Par- 
ker for engraving plate and 
printing 400 official cards 5. 25 

May 22, 1899, bill of G. W. Cobb, 
jr. , 3 washstands, at $40 each . 120. 00 

May 22, 1899, bill of G. W. Cobb, 
jr., 1 Densmore typewriter.. 97.00 

June 3, 1899, bill of J. Holt 
Livingstone for furniture 219. 80 

May 23, 1899, bill of M. D. Helm 
for printer's machine, type, 
and general supplies 2, 041. 80 
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May 26, 1899, bill of J. C. Par- 
ker, file boxes, rival stamp 
racks, caution cards $92. 25 

June 19, 1899, bill of J. Holt 
Livingstone, post-office boxes, 
fixtures, and furniture, con- 
tracted for 1,725.00 

June 15, 1899, bill of Yale & 
Towne Manufacturing ('o., 
furniture shipped to Porto 
Rico 375.00 

Total 8,750.70 

Some of the articles enumerated, such 
as washstands, at $40, appear to be highly 
excessive and lead to tne belief that the 
feature of competition did not enter into 
the transaction. 

Item No. 6. 

Additional irr^ularities in connection 
with pay rolls of the clerks and laborers. 

Nathen H. Baker, appointed April 29, 
1899, as a laborer at $700 per annum, and 
also paid as a mechanic at $2 per day, ex- 
cept Sunday. 

Margaret S. Burke. December 1, 1898, 
appointed at $600. 

Dropped April 8, 1898. Performed no 
service. ( Evidently a clerical error, as to 
dates, made in copying.) 

Gilmer Colson. December 6, 1898, ap- 
pointed laborer by First Assistant Post- 
master-General; supposed to be employed 
in the Post-Office Department; performed 
no duty in the city post-office. 

K. W . B. Dorsey. October 22, 1898, ap- 
pointed laborer at $600 by First Assistant 
Postmaster-General. October 26, 1898, 
promoted to $700 from date of appoint- 
ment. Dropped November 11, 1898, by 
First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

Oscar Durante, appointed September 
8, 1898, military j)08tal service, at $1,400 
and expenses. Services ceased April 30, 
1899. Paid salary, $902.88; expenses, 
$187.25 No service was performed by Mr. 
Durante from January 1, 1899, to April 30, 
1899. 

Robert V. Willett, son of the late post- 
master, was appointed laborer June 21, 
1898, at $600 per annum, by order of the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General; also 
appointed a mechanic at $2 a day on July 
1, 1898, and was allowed three items ag- 
gr^ating $46.15 for expenses incurred at 
Camp Alger before his appointment as 
military postal clerk at $1,200, which oc- 
curred March 1, 1899, at which time he 
was assigned to duty at the Georgetown 
station and was earned on the rolls until 
the end of the fiscal year, June 30, 1899. 

H. V. Willett, another son of the late 
postmaster, was also appointed military 
postal clerk on September 9, 1898, at 
|l,200, assigned to duty in the cashier's 



Item No. 6, 

Attention is called to additional irregu- 
larities in connection with pay rolls of 
clerks and laborers, to wit: 

N. H. Baker, appointed April 29, 1899, 
as a laborer at $700 per annum, and also 
paid as a mechanic at $2 per day, except 
Sunday. 

Margarets. Burke, appointed December 
1, 1898, at $600, dropped April 8, 1899; 
performed no service. 

Gilmore Colson, appointed December 6, 
1898, laborer, by First Assistant Postmas- 
ter-General; supposed to be employed in 
the department; performed no duty in the 
Washington office. 

R. W. B. Dorsey, appointed October 22, 
1898, $600, by First Assistant Postmaster- 
General; promoted October 26, 1898, to 
$700 from date of appointment, Novem- 
ber 11, 1898, by First Assistant Postmas- 
ter-General. 

Oscar Durant, appointed September 8, 
1898, military postal service, $1,400 per 
annum and expenses ; services ceased April 
30, 1899; paid salary, $902.38; expenses, 
$187.25. No services performed from 
January 1 to April 30, 1899. 

Dr. J. E. Jones, appointed September 3, 
1898, physician, at $1,700 per annum for 
ninety days from September 6, 1898. 
December 21, 1898, his services were di- 
rected to be continued until further or- 
ders, since which time he has been con- 
tinually employed as ** physician to the 
Washington, D. C, post-office.'' This 
appointment appears to be entirely un- 
warranted, as no provision of law can be 
found authorizing it. 

R. V. Willett, son of late postmaster, 
appointed laborer June 21, 1898, $600 per 
annum, by order of First Assistant Post- 
master-General, also appointed a me- 
chanic at $2 per day on July 1, 1898. 
Was allowed three items aggregating 
$46.15 for expenses incurred at Camp Al- 
ger before his appointment as military 
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room of the Washington, D. C, city post- 
office, and was carried on the roll until 
June 30, 1899. 



Item No. 7. 

Irregularity in the appointment, com- 
pensation, and promotion of Oliver H. 
Smith. 

Acting upon authority from the First 
Assistant Postmaster-Generars Office 
this man drew pay from November 23, 
1897, to November 30, 1898, as follows: 

First. The sum of $600 from the appro- 
priation for clerk hire, although ap- 
pointed as laborer. 

Second. Two dollars per diem for every 
working day on the mechanics' roll. 

Third. Was paid an average of $7.50 
per month for car fare during the entire 
time. 

Fourth. Was also granted, in addition 
to all this, two separate items for expenses 
at Camp Alger— one $15.60, the other $12. 

Showing approximately that his com- 
pensation for one year was $1,349.60. 

No one has certified to the actual time 
Mr. Smith was employed during the 
year, nor has any statement been at- 
tached to his pay vouchers showing what 
particular service he rendered in return 
for his compensation. This party was 
continued in the dual capacity of clerk 
and mechanic until April 1, 1899, when 
he was promoted to finance clerk at 
$1,700 per annum. 



postal clerk at $1,200, which occurred 
March 1, 1899, at which time he was 
assigned to duty at the Georgetown sta- 
tion and carried on the rolls until June 30, 
1899. 

H. V. Willett, son of late postmaster, 
appointed military postal clerk Septem- 
ber 9, 1898, at $1,200; assigned to duty in 
the cashier's room of the Washington 
office and carried on the roll until June 30, 
1899. 

Item No. 7. 

Attention is called to insularities in 
the appointment, compensation, and pro- 
motion of Oliver H. Smith. It appears 
that on November 20, 1897, the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General authorized 
an allowance of $600 per annum for ap- 
pointment of O. H. Smith as laborer, stat- 
ing that free-delivery division would also 
make an allowance of $2 per day to cover 
car fare and incidental expenses. He 
reported for duty November 23. Decem- 
ber 15, 1897, First Assistant Postmaster- 
General stated that Smith had been 
detailed to assist in repairing, painting, 
and erecting street letter boxes, and 
would l)e paid through the Washington 
office at the rate of $2 per day for every 
working day, commencing November 23. 
March 11, 1898, the First Assistant's 
office authorized the payment to Smith 
of $30 for car fare in connection with the 
inspection of various stations and substa- 
tions, from March 1 to June 30, 1898. 
August 3, 1898, First Assistant's office 
authorized payment of necessary ex- 
penses of Smith incurred in July, 1898, 
for car fare, wagon hire, and meals, in 
connection with handling military mail 
at Falls Church, Va. , $15.60. September 
30, 1898, First Assistant's office author- 
ized payment of $12, account transporta- 
tion, nandling mails, meals, etc., during 
August, 1898. 

It appears from the records, acting upon 
these authorizations. Smith drew pay from 
November 23, 1897, to November 30, 1898, 
making his compensation for one year 
approximately $1,348.60. No one 'has 
certified to the actual time Smith was 
employed nor has any statement been 
attached to his pay vouchers showing 
what particular services he rendered in 
return for h is compensation. He was con- 
tinued in the dual capacity of clerk and 
mechanic until April 1, 1899, when he was 
promoted to finance clerk at $1,700 per 
annum. By what authority of law his 
original appointment or sulisequent pro- 
motion was* made the inspector does not 
know. 

(Then follows a long account of a scrim- 
mage between the cashier, on the one 
hand, and Smith and one Towers, on the 
other. Towers seeming to be under the 
influence of liquor. ) 
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Item No. 8. 

Miscellaneous. 

The following vouchers were author- 
ized to be paid by the First Assistant 

Postinaster-Generars OflBce under dates 

as appear below: 

July 22, 1898, expenses of Perry 
S. Heath and George W. Bea- 
vers, incurred in visiting Phila- 
delphia and New York on oflB- 
cial business |87. 25 

August 10, 1898, expenses of 
George W. Beavers, official busi- 
ness at Newark, N. J 8.70 

September 30, 1898, expenses of 
George W. Beavers, traveling 
on official business 17.75 

October 13, 1898, expenses of 
George W. Beavers, traveling 
on official business 42. 35 

December 19, 1898, expenses of 
George W. Beavers, on postal 
tubes and canceling machine . . 11. 00 

February 10, 1899, expenses of 

George W. Beavers, New York. 12. 80 

March 13, 1899, expenses of George 

W. Beavers, Massachusetts 17.30 

May 15, 1899, expenses of George 
W. Beavers, Philadelphia and 
Hartford 20.15 



130. 05 



(Beavers' s expenses ) Total . 

May 6, 1898, expenses of G. D. 
Fisher (salaries and allowances 
division) at Philadelphia, 
Scran ton, and Wilkesbarre, Pa. 30. 15 

July 26, 1898, expenses of M. W. 
Louis and Blaine W. Taylor in 
traveling on official business. . . 50. 15 

September 21, 1898, expenses of 
M. W. Ix>uis and Blaine W. 
Taylor in traveling on official 
business 34. 75 

March 31, 1898, expenses of 
M. W. Louis ( supplies division ) , 
Brooklyn, N. Y 23.15 

October 20, 1898, expenses of 
James A. Sullivan, employed on 
first and second class offices. . . 54. 07 

October 21, 1898, expenses of 
Force <fe Co., for numbering ma- 
chines, salaries and allowances 
division 4. 75 

November 3, 1898, expenses of 
G. A. Elad, transportation from 
Washington, D. C, to Cleve- 
land, Onio, and return (safe 
and lock expert) 34. 40 

November 3, 1898, expenses of 
A. S. Riddle, for inspection of 
post-office safes, Cleveland, 
Ohio 10.25 

These vouchers of expenses do not ap- 
pear to be itemized in a proper manner, 
nor is the necessity for the expenditure 
of this money by the Washington City 
post-office apparent. 



Item No. 8. 

Attention is called to certain vouchers, 
which are described, which were author- 
ized to be paid bv the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, such as July 22, 1898, 
expenses of Perry S. Heath and George 
W. Beavers, incurred in visiting Philadel- 
phia and New York on official business, 
$87.25; September 30, expenses of George 
W. Beavers, traveling on official business, 
$17.75; July 26, expenses of M. W. Louis 
and Blain W. Taylor, traveling on official 
business, $50.15. (The other items refer- 
red to are in the same form as the exam- 
ples given.) The inspector states that 
these vouchers do not appear to have 
been itemized in the proper manner, nor 
is the necessity for the expenditure of 
this money by the Washington post-office 
apparent, and that a full and complete 
explanation should be made, especially 
as many of the parties drawing money on 
these accounts are officials or clerks re- 
ceiving money from the Department. 
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Item No. 9, 
Cleaners. 

The following-named persons were 
placed on the pay roll of the Washington, 
D. C, post-office, and designated as clean- 
ers, under authority of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, to be charged to the 
appropriation of miscellaneous expenses: 

Per annum. 
July 27, 1898, Emma Janes ....... $600 

July 27, 1898, Fannie R. Winans.. 600 
September 6, 1898, Fannie L. Jef- 
frey 600 

September 7, 1898, Laura A. Nevitt. 600 
January 9, 1899, Lizzie Crowther.. 400 

January 25, 1899, Frances Daly 480 

March 14, 1899, Mrs. Helen Fenton . 600 
These parties have received pay from 
the date of their appointment to June 30, 
1899, and are still on the pay rolls, and 
have performed practically no service 
whatever. 



Item No. 10. 

Lease. 

By the terms of a lease executed July 
28, 1897, by the Union Building Com- 
pany, of Washington, D. C, and by the 
Postmaster-General, September 13, 1897, 
the premises on G street, heretofore 
leased by the Post-Office Department for 
the main office, Washington, D. C, was 
leased for the period of one year from 
and after October 1, 1897, for the sum of 
$20,000 per annum, payable monthly, 
with the privilege to cancel same to take 
effect May 1, 1898, by giving three 
months* notice. To be canceled at the 
option of the Postmaster-General by 
notice in writing to owners. 

On July 14, 1898, the postmaster at 
Washington, D. C, was authorized by 
the First Assistant Postmaster-General to 
pay rental monthly at the rate of $22,500 
from July 1, 1898, until otherwise direct- 
ed. This authority dated back overlap- 
ping the term of the lease three months, 
resulting in a loss to the Government 
from July 1 to September 30, 1898, of 
$625, the difference between $20,000, as 
called for by the lease which did not ex- 
pire until October 1, 1898, and $22,500, as 
authorized to be paid by the First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General. In addition 
thereto the city post-office was moved to 
its new quarters on the 30th of November, 
1898, but rental for these premises was 
continued and paid until the 1st day of 
January, 1899, at the rate of $22,500 per 
annum, thus showing a further sum of 
$1,895.38, which was paid for the month 
of December, or a total loss of $2,520.38. 



Item No. 9. 

Attention is called to seven cleaners, 
placed on the pay roll of the Washington 
office under authority of the First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General, to be charged to 
the appropriation for miscellaneous ex- 
penses. (The names of these cleaners, 
all female, date of appointment, and sal- 
ary are given.) The inspector states 
that these parties are on the pay roll and 
have received pay from date oi appoint- 
ment to June 30, 1899, the date of the in- 
spection, and upon his making inquiry of 
postmaster as to the nature of service per- 
formed by them, where employed, post- 
master was unable togiveany iniormation 
on the subject, nor was anyone connected 
with the Washington office able to pive 
any information as to where they were 
employed or the nature of their work, 
and inspector is of opinion that practically 
no service whatever has been rendered 
for the money expended. 

Item No. 10. 

Inspector states that by the terms of a 
lease executed July 28, 1897, by the 
Union Building Company, of Washing- 
ton, and the Postmaster-General, Septem- 
ber 13, 1897, the premises on G street, 
heretofore leased by the Department for 
the main office, Washington post-office, 
were leased for one year from and after 
October 1, 1897, for $20,000 per annum, 
with privilege to cancel same to take 
effect May 1, 1898, by giving notice of 
three months; and that on July 14, 1898, 
the postmaster at Washington was author- 
ized by the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General to pay rental at the rate of 
$22,500 from July 1, 1898, until otherwise 
directed, and this authority overlapping 
the term of the lease three months from 
July 1 to September 30, 1898, resulted in 
the loss to the Government of $625. 

That the Washington post-office was 
moved to its new quarters November 30, 
1898, but that rental for these premises 
was paid to January 1, 1899, at the rate 
of $22,500 per annum, a loss to the Gov- 
ernment for the month of December. 
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Item No. 11. 

Incidental expenses: Free delivery 
service. 

Authority from the office of the First 
Assistant Postmaster-General to pay the 
following-named persons per diem in con- 
nection with claims of letter carriers for 
overtime charges: 

Katherine Endlev, from Julv 14, 

1898, to April 28, 1899 ../..... $1, 305 
Charles A. Machen, from July 14, 

1898, to April 28, 1899 1, 040 

A. B. Hurt, from July 30, 1898, 

to April 28, 1899 1,040 

H. L. Lorenz, from July 30, 1898, 

to April 28, 1899 1,040 

John S. Leach, from October 18, 

1898 (30 days) 90 

F. W. Wait, from April 23, 1898 

(35days) 140 

Total 4,655 

The honorable Comptroller of the Treas- 
ury states under date of April 26, 1899, that 
this money was paid without authority of 
law, and that C. A. Machen, H. L. Lorenz, 
and A. B. Hurt were paid per diems cov- 
ering the same periods by the disbursing 
clerk of the Department of Justice from 
the appropriation for defending suits in 
claims against the United States for serv- 
ices in letter-carrier claims before theCourt 
of Claims, and these are understood to be 
the same services for which they were 
paid by the Washington, D. C, postmas- 
ter, as above. 

Upon receipt of a letter from the Comp- 
troller, above referred to, the cashier of 
the Washington, D. C, post-office sus- 
pended all payments to the parties men- 
tioned in said letter and called upon them 
to furnish certain affidavits required by 
the Comptroller. The cashier was, how- 
ever, required to continue these payments 
under direct written orders from tne post- 
master, who stated that he was verbally 
instructed in this action by the First As- 
sistant Postmaster-General, and the pay- 
ments were made under the cashier's 
protest. 



Item No. 11. 

The inspector sets forth a statement of 
payment to Katherine Endslev, Charles 
A. Machen, A. B. Hurt, H. L. Lorenz, 
John S. Leach, and F. W. Wait, on au- 
thority of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, of per diem in connection with 
claims of letter carriers for overtime 
charges, aggregating $4,655. The in- 
spector states that this amount disbursed 
from July 1, 1898, to May 1, 1899, was dis- 
bursed without authority of law, and calls 
attention to the comment thereon by the 
Comptroller of the Treasury in a letter 
to the postmaster at Washington, dated 
April 26, 1899, in which, referring to such 
disbursements, he says that these vouch- 
ers are for services on letter carriers* 
claims; expenses can not be allowed with- 
out affidavit showing all items and the 
date and amount of each item. If these 
are per diems in lieu of subsistence, cite 
the law authorizing payment. Furnish a 
statement from each of the above-named 
persons showing what payments have 
been received by them from other dis- 
bursing officers of the Government for 
services or expenses from July 1 to Sep- 
tember 30, 1898. Machen, Lorenz, and 
Hurt are paid per diem covering the same 
period by the aisbursing clerk of the De- 
partment of Justice, from the appropria- 
tion for defending suits in claims against 
the United States, for services in letter- 
carrier claims before the Court of Claims. 
These are understood to be the same serv- 
ices for which you have paid them. At- 
tention is called to the provisions of sec- 
tion 3682, Revised Statutes, prohibiting 
payment of salary or per diem from this 
appropriation in your account for inci- 
dental expenses for free-delivery service. 

(Then follows a voluminous statement 
of items to which the Comptroller of the 
Treasury objected or on wnich he called 
for vouchers. Enough of these are given 
to indicate the character of all. ) 

Referring to payment of $150 each to 
Oliver H. Smith and Robert V. Willett, 
the Comptroller asks for statements from 
these persons showing capacity in which 
employed, dates of actual service, and 
where service was performed each day. 

Under article 16, * 'Advertising," atten- 
tion is called to failure to furnish affida- 
vit of publishers showing that the rates 
charged do not exceed the commercial 
rates charged to individuals with the 
usual discount. 

Attention is also called to vouchers of 
certain persons for cleaning, which do not 
show what sort of cleaning was done, and 
request is made for an affidavit showing 
what service was performed and where 
performed each day and the rate of pay 
in each case, as under section 3682, Re- 
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vised Statutes, salaries should not be paid 
from the appropriation for miscellaneous 
expenses. 

Kef erring to vouchers of 0. H. Smith 
for street-car tickets, affidavit is requested 
showing when, where, and on what serv- 
ice car tickets were used, and the state- 
ment made that car tickets should be 
purchased from a street-car company, 
vouchers therefore being signed by the 
treasurer of the companv. 

Referring to item oi Western Union 
Telegraph Company, $13.69, request is 
made for copies of telegrams. 

Voucher 2, M. W. Louis and B. W. 
Taylor, fees for waiters and porters, $1.50, 
request is made for itemized statement 
for amounts paid to waiters and amounts 
paid to porters, fees to waiters not being 
proper charges against the Government 
and fees to porters on sleeping cars being 
allowed not to exceed 25 cents a day. 

Voucher 3, G. W. Beavers, traveling 
expenses, $8.70, and voucher 5, G. W. 
Beavers, traveling expenses, $17.75, affi- 
davit requested showing all items, amount 
of each, and copies of telegrams. 

Under the head of Military Postal Serv- 
ice, expenses of i)ostal clerks, attention 
is called to certain vouchers not com- 
pletely itemized with request for a state- 
ment from each clerk snowing all the 
items of his account, with date and 
amount, where expenses for meals and 
other items were incurred, the statement 
being made that most of the vouchers 
appear to be for expenses at Falls Church 
and Camp Alger, and that clerks should 
be careful to note where each meal was 
taken, board at headquarters not being 
allowed unless expressly authorized by 
law. 

In voucher 46, W. S. Larner's drug bill, 
the charges for seidlitz powders, pills, 
pennyroyal, calomel, etc., are personal 
expenses, and not chargeable to the 
United States. 

In conclusion the inspector states that 
the files of the cashiers show full, direct, 
and positive orders from superior author- 
ity for the disbursement of all the ques- 
tionable items mentioned in this report; 
that the responsibility for the many ille- 
gal appointments, the payment of two 
salaries to one and the same person, and 
the disbursement of thousanas of dollars 
for which practically no service was per- 
formed, should be placed where it prop- 
erly belongs and the many abuses cor- 
rected. 

Under date of July 5, 1899, referring to 
the inspection of the Washington omee, 
concluded June 30, 1899, Inspector Ow- 
ings states that they found the name of 
one charwoman on the roster of Stations 
A, B, and G, and the superintendents 
were unable to state what duties they 
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performed and what salaries paid; that 
in conversation with Mr. Beavers, chief 
of salaries and allowance division, after 
the transfer of the post-ofl5ce to Postmas- 
ter Merritt, he (Beavers) requested the in- 
spector to inform the inspector in charge 
that when he struck the names of the 
charwoman off the stations it would be 
well not to mention them in his report, as 
they were personal appointments of the 
Postmaster-General, and their appoint- 
ment had been authorized by the Depart- 
ment, and that they had only been tem- 
porarily assigned to the stations until they 
could be assigned elsewhere. 



Exhibit C. 

The Explanations. 

explanation of irrequlabities reported by mr. s. w. tulloch to postmaster- 
general smith. 

[This is the report which was submitted to Postmaster-General Smith on the Tulloch charges and 
which has been on file in the Department since 1899.] 

Item No. 1. — ** Employment of E. S. Alien, H. A. CumminSy D, M, M(mroe, and F, E, 
Murray on military roll, deUxUed to Post-Office Departments^ 

When the appropriation for the military postal service was made by Congress the 
question of extra clerks was overlooked. The disbursement of this appropriation, 
and correspondence, etc., connected therewith was thrown upon the salary and 
allowance division, a division already overburdened with the regular appropriations. 
These clerks were therefore temporarily detailed to said division in order to keep the 
work in proper shape. Their employment, consequently, was a war exigency pure 
and simple, and fully justified by the conditions then existing. 

Item No. 2. — ** Transfer of twenty clerks from regular derk roll of Washington City post- 
office to military postal rolV^ 

These appointments were made necessary by reason of the fact that early in the 
fiscal year and before the military appropriation had become available, our regular 
appropriations were heavily drawn upon to meet military necessities; hence, toward 
the close of the year it was necessary to recoup in order to save a deficiency in the 
regular appropriation; and for this reason alone their employment was authorized. 
The mails for Porto Rico were ordered sent to Washington, D. C, for distribution 
(by regiment and company) before dispatch. These men were either employed 
upon or took the place of clerks handling military mail. Before adopting this plan, 
however, the matter was carefully canvassed, and it was considered better to employ 
the above-mentioned persons on the military roll than to have a deficiency in the 
regular clerk-hire appropriation, f::^ 

These clerks were eligible substitutes, regularly drawn from the civil-service regis- 
ter, and on July 1, 1899, when the new appropriation became available, they were 
retumed^to the regular clerk-hire roll. 

Item No. 3. — ^^ Payment of W. S. Lamer, military postal clerk, by order of the First 
Assistant Postmaster- General. ' ' 

The account was carefully revised by the Auditor and certain items contained 
therein were disallowed. Tne questionable items have since been paid by late Post- 
master Willett, and the account has been allowed or ** passed" by the Auditor. 
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Item No. 4- — ^^ Payment of bonds for military postal clerks.^ ^ 

The payment for bonds on account of military clerks in question was made at the 
time when the service was organized. Many of these clerks were comparatively 
unknown to the local postal authorities, and in order to protect Postmaster Willett 
and his sureties an indemnity bond was secured in each case and paid for by the 
Government. The Comptroller has since considered these payments, and is rather 
inclined t o the opinion that the same was a war exigency, and, while not entirely 
regular, was not unwarranted under the circumstances. 

Item No. 5. — ^^ Purchase of items for the military postal sendee, tmne, stationery, letter 
scales, safes, canceling ink, furniture, and miscellaneous articles,*^ 

As long as our regular stock in the supply division was available these items were 
furnished without specific charge against the Cuba and Porto Rico postal services. 
When, however, it was found that our regular stock of supplies was becoming 
exhausted or depleted the goods requested, in almost every instance, were ordered 
from the regular departmental bidders. Mr. Helm has been the successful bidder 
for the past two years on the twine item for the Department; Gerry Jones, for letter 
scales; Mosler Safe Company, for safes; Ault-Wiborg Company, for canceling ink; 
Braisted, for lead pencils, and R. Carter Ballantyne, John C. Parker, and A. O. 
Nash, on the stationery items. The Yale & Towme Company and J. Holt Livingston 
are regular departmental contractors for post-office furniture, and in both instances 
it was the expressed wish of the director-general of posts of Porto Rico that the arti- 
cles enumerated in his requisition be furnished by the manufacturers in question. 
The lack of competition suggested is only apparent, since most of the dealers 
referred to are and have been regular bidders for departmental business for years 
past, and the prices charged fairly approximate those regularly charged the Depart- 
ment, with freight and cartage added. 

Item No. 6. — ^^ Additional irregularities in connection with pay roll of clerks and laborers.*^ 

Gilmer Colson, referred to as having been appointed as laborer December 6, 1898, 
and supposed to be employed in the Post-Office Department, was regularly employed 
in the Post-Office Department as a stoker in the fireroora. Mr. A. S. Riddle, assist- 
ant engineer, regularly enrolled on the Post-Office Department pay roll, and paid 
from the departmental appropriation, was assigned to the care of an engine in the 
new Post-Office building, at the especial request of the honorable Secretary of the 
Treasury, there being no fund at the command of either the Treasury Department or 
the Post-Office Department for the employment of an engineer for this building until 
same was occupied by the Post-Office Department. This was merely a temporary 
arrangement. In other words, Colson could perform Riddle's duties in the Post- 
Office Department, but it was necessary in the new Post-Office building to have a 
skilled engineer; hence the temporary detail of Mr. Riddle. 

The other persons mentioned were regularly appointed, and should have been 
detailed to regular duty by the postmaster. That they were not regularly employed 
was never brought to the official notice of this Department. 

Item No. 7. — ^^Irregularity in the appointment, compensation, and promotion of Oliver H. 

SmUh.'' 

The records of the free-delivery division show that Mr. Smith was paid at the rate 
of $2 per day for his employment during a part of the day in the painting, repairing, 
and erecting of street letter boxes, and the ]>erformance of such other work as he 
might be called upon to perform. 

The payment of Mr. Smith from two branches of the service was not deemed 
irregular, as the Department was of the opinion that any employee receiving $2,500 
or less could be paid compensation on two different rolls. Section 53, Postal Laws 
and Regulations, edition of 1893, reads: 

**No person who holds an office the salary or annual compensation attached 
to which amounts to the sum of $2,500 shall receive compensation for discharging 
the duties of any other office, unless expressly authorized by law. (R. S., P. 1763)." 

As soon as the (Comptroller of the Treasury called the Department's attention to 
this technical irregularity it was discontinued. 

Item No. 8. — ^^ Expenses of certain Post-Office Department officials paid through the 
Washington, D, C., post-offixie.*^ 

These expense accounts were duly sworn to and made out in the form and manner 
prescribed by the Sixth Auditor of the Treasury for the Post-Office Department. 
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Vouchers were furnished where possible and the entire account regularly sworn to. 
This practice of paying departmental officials* expenses for traveling has been in 
vogue for many years, and has never been questioned. Recently, however, the 
Comptroller suggested that similar accounts be hereafter paid by warrant through 
the disbursing officer of the Post-Office Department, and arrangements have been 
made accordingly. 

Item No. 9. — " Cleaners.^ ^ 

The persons referred to as cleaners were regularly appointed and detailed to the 
post-office at Washington, D. C. The postmaster was instructed, and it was part of 
his duty, to have provided employment for them; or reported to this Department if 
it was a fact that there was no employment for them, when their services would 
have been dispensed with. 

Item No. 10. — ^^ Lease of Union Building for Washington City post-office.^^ 

On June 24 and June 28, 1898, the attention of the Treasury Department was invited 
to the fact that the lease of the premises occupied by the Washington City post-office 
would expire on October 1 of that year, and it was asked that the date be fixed when 
the new Government building would be ready for its occupancy. It was also stated 
that the owners of the Union Building were anxious to consider another permanent 
tenant for their premises and that they very much desired to know when said prem- 
ises would be vacated and at their disposal. 

In reply thereto, on June 30, the honorable Secretary of the Treasury advises as 
follows, through the Supervising Architect: 

(Here follow extracts from letters of the Secretary of the Treasury of June 30, July 
6, and August 24, indicating when the new building was expected to be ready, and 
successively reporting delays and postponement. ) 

On July 6 the new premises were inspected by a committee from this Department, 
and the conditions as stated in the last letter of the honorable Secretary of the Treas- 
ury being then clearly evident negotiations were resumed with the lessors of the 
Union Building looking toward an extension of the lease ending September 30, 1898, 
until such a time as the Government building could be made ready for our occupancy. 
The lessors would not rent for a lower rental than $25,000 per annum and would con- 
sider no proposal for a shorter period than one year. Finally a lease at $22,500 from 
July 1, 1898, was agreed upon, the lease to nm one year, or until the post-office could 
be moved into the new Government building. 

At this particular time it appeared that the new building would not be ready until 
the following spring, and that if the Government were to pay at the rate of $20,000 
per annum for the months of July, August, and September, 1898, and at the rate of 
$25,000 per annum thereafter, the Government would be a loser thereby, especially 
if there should be any accident or unforeseen delay. The lease was, therefore, can- 
celed, and a new lease made at $22,500 from July 1, 1898, as above shown. As a 
matter of fact, however, had we continued under the $20,000 lease, and been obliged 
to pay at the rate of $25,000 for October, November, and December, 1898, the result 
in dollars and cents would have been the same. The lease last made was canceled 
December 31, 1898, by removal to the new Government building on November 30, 
1898. As fully four-fifths of the old post-office equipment was not moved from the 
Union Building (the Treasury Department having provided new equipment for the 
new Government building), the old premises were required for the first few days in 
December, for the condemnation, auction, and sale of the Government property. 
Having retained possession of the premises for a few days in December, the Depart- 
ment was liable for a full month's rental. 

Item No. 11. — ^* Incidental expends of certain persons in connection with the claims of 
letter carriers for overtime charges.^ ^ 

Before taking up this item in detail it is proper that a brief statement should be 
made of the conditions that induced the Post-Office Department to pay the expenses 
of the persons employed by the Department of Justice m the settlement of letter car- 
riers' overtime claims. 

The eight-hour law was passed May 24, 1888. Little or no effective effort was 
made between 1888 and 1893 to enforce the law. This resulted in the wholesale 
making of overtime, for which letter carriers brought suit in the Court of Claims. 
Prior to 1893 a few cases were settled, but in every instance for the full amount 
claimed. At that time all testimony was in the form of depositions taken by attor- 
neys who, having had no experience whatever in the postal service, were unfamiliar 
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with the details of the free-delivery service and the duties of letter carriers. Under 
such circumstances the Grovemment presented a very weak defense, and the carrier 
was invariably given judgment for the rail amount of his claim. It became very appar- 
ent that at this rate it would require at least $9,000,000 and about twenty-five years 
to settle all claims. 

Both Postmaster-General Bissell and Assistant Attorney-General Dodge were 
impressed with the necessity of devising some practice or method by which the great 
accumulation of overtime claims might be speedily settled and in such a manner that 
the interests of the Government would be fully protected. After a conference between 
the Post-Office Department and the Department of Justice it was decided that instead 
of having depositions taken in the various offices by local attorneys the Court of Claims 
would appoint as commissioners persons thoroughly familiar with the free-delivery 
service to examine the records and witnesses in the presence of the claimants' attor- 
neys and report their findings to the Court of Claims. 

It was then agreed that the Post-Office Department would bear its share of the 
expenses of these commissioners, including transportation. 

I quote from the report of the Postmaster-General for the fiscal year ended June 
30, 1894, as follows: 

* * To expedite a settlement of these claims ( letter carriers' overtime claims) , in which 
the interests of the Department as well as those of the letter carriers might be fully 
protected, an arrangement was made with the Department of Justice by which the 
assistant superintendent of the free-delivery system was commissioned by the Court 
of Claims a special commissioner in the settlement of overtime claims by letter car- 
riers. The special commissioner entered upon his duties January 9, 1894 * * * 
On September 15, 1894, the Court of Claims appointed another special commissioner 
to investigate and report upon letter carriers' overtime claims, and this office detailed 
a clerk of the free-delivery division to assist the commissioners in making necessary 
computations and to perform other clerical work necessary to a prompt adjudication 
of all claims." 

Agiin, from the Postmaster-General's report for the year ended June 30, 1895: 

"The assistant superintendent of the free-delivery division and another employee 
of the Department, who were selected by the Court of Claims to act as special com- 
missioners in the settlement of overtime claims, made very satisfactory progress in 
their investigation, and their work during the past year has produced very gratifying 
results, which are contained in the following statement: 

Amount of judgments rendered by the Court of Claims on the reports 
of the commissioners, for which Congress was requested by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to provide an appropriation $951 , 282. 94 

Amount of judgments rendered since the adjournment of Congress . . . 327, 841. 37 

Total amount in judgments 1, 279, 124. 31 

**This represents about 70 per cent of the amounts claimed and shows a saving to 
the Government of about $550,000. Fully 99 per cent of these judgments represent 
claims that accrued before 1893, practically no effort having been made prior to that 
time for the disposal of overtime claims. 

**The Post-Office Department's share of the cost of this work from the date of its 
inauguration, January 9, 1894, to the close of the fiscal year June 30, 1895, does not 
exceed $10,000." 

This work has been continued from year to year until it is now practically finished, 
the result being that claims aggregating something like $9,000,000 have been settled 
for about $3,500,000 within a period of about five years, for which judgments have 
been rendered in the Court of Claims, causing a saving to the Government, as com- 
pared with the old method of settling claims, of about $5,500,000. 

The expenses of the commissioners and their clerks were paid from the appropria- 
tion for incidental expenses, free delivery service, and were paid as a per diem ** in 
lieu of all expenses." 

In detailed estimates rendered from year to year to the Committee on Post-Offices 
and Post- Roads this item of expense was included, although, like a number of other 
items legitimately charged to mcidental expenses, it was never mentioned in the 
appropriations. 

This expenditure was understood by the Auditor for the Post-Office Department, 
both in this and the last Administration, and no question was ever raised as to the 
propriety of the Post-Office Department paying these expenses until May, 1899, when 
the Comptroller of the Treasury ruled that' they were technically irr^ular, and that 
the practice of paving the expenses of employees of another Department should be 
discontinued. This was done May 31, 1899. 
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Letter of John A, Merritt^ postmaster^ Washington^ D. C,^ to the 
Postmaster- General, 

Washington City Post-Office, 

Office of the Postmaster, 
Washington, D. C, June 29, 1903. 
Hon. Henry C. Payne. 

Postmaster- General, Washington, D. C, 
Sir: Referring to our conference relative to the recent letter of the 
Civil Service Commission on the affairs of the Washington City post- 
office, I submit the following list of positions excepted from exami- 
nation to which this office, with an annual revenue of more than 
$800,000, is entitled under Section V of Schedule A of the current 
civil-service rules: 

3. One private secretary or confidential clerk to the postmaster, if authorized by 
the Postmaster-General, at each post-oflSce where the receipts of the last preceding 
fiscal year amomited to as much as $350,000. 

5. One assistant postmaster, or the chief assistant to the postmaster of whatever 
designation, at each post-office. 

7. One finance clerk, if authorized by law and r^ularly and actually assigned to act 
as auditor, at each post-office where the receipts for the last preceding fiscal year 
amounted to as much as $350,000. 

8. One cashier or one finance clerk at each first-class post-office. 

9. One cashier and one finance clerk at each post-office where the receipts for the 
last preceding fiscal year amounted to as much as $500,000. 

So far I have not availed myself of the privilege given me by any 
of those rules, except in the appointment of a cashier (and who, on his 
own motion, was separated from the service nearly a year since), 
under paragraph 9. There is, it is true, a finance clerk here (Mr. O. H. 
Smith), holding his place under paragraph 7, but his appointment was 
made by my predecessor. As to my assistant postmaster, he is within 
the classified service, and has been for many years. 

With this preliminary statement, which 1 give merely to show that 
1 have not been disposed to put men into excepted places, even when 1 
had the right to do so, I venture to present a few observations upon 
what the Civil Service Commission regards as irregularities in the 
administration of this oflSce. 

The first of these irregularities is involved in my alleged coopera- 
tion in a practice of the Post-OflSce Department, under which appoint- 
ments were made without examination to small post-oflSces about to be 
classified, and the persons so appointed transferred after classification 
to this and other large offices. With the origin or the continuance of 
this practice I had nothing whatever to do. It had existed for two 
years prior to my becoming postmaster, and 1 had no reason whatever 
to believe that it was unlawful, nor do I now so consider it. Even if 
it had been, I can not understand why I should be held in anywise 
accountable for it, the transfer of a clerk from one post-office to 
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another being authorized by the Commission upon the request of the 
Department, and it in turn giving the necessary order to the postmaster. 

Upon examining the civil-service rules in force when this practice 
began, 1 am unable to find anything forbidding it. On the contrary, 
section 4 of Rule HI expressly states that from the date when the 
Civil Service Commission shall be notified that a post-oflSce has been 
put into the free-delivery class, the officers and employees thereof 
"shall be included in the classified service" without examination; and 
so far as relates to the consolidation of small unclassified offices with 
larger classified ones, which involved the same practice, the rule pre- 
scribes that in every such case all the employees of the unclassified 
office ^'^ whose names appear on the roster of the Post- Office Departw£nt^'* 
shall be at once included in the classified service. This rule is so 
broad that it would seem to have been intended to provide for just 
the state of things that the Commission criticises, for it allowed the 
taking in of persons who may have been appointed only the day 
before the notice of classification was sent to the Civil Service Com- 
mission, as well as of persons who may never have rendered any 
service at the office classified. 

It is important, too, to remember that the Commission twice brought 
this matter to the attention of the President — once on June 20, 1898, 
and again on June 11, 1900 — recommending and submitting the draft 
of a new rule intended to cure or greatly restrict the practice, and that 
on each occasion the recommendation was not adoptea. 

Furthermore it is clear that the Civil Service Commission itself 
sanctioned the practice. I do not mean to say by this that it regarded 
the matter as unobjectionable, or that it was indifferent to the evil 
likely to result. It no doubt had a lively sense of the probable out- 
come. But it is undisputed that every one of the appointments or 
transfers made under this practice amounting throughout the whole 
country to 138, and covering a period of five years, was admitted and 
officially certified. The president of the Commission, it is true, affirms 
that these certifications were made under protest, but this does not 
lessen the effect of its action. Either the appointments were le^al or 
they were not; if legal, and according to the rules, the Commission 
simply did its duty in approving them; if illegal, then the Commission 
erred in certifying them, and there being no compulsion upon it to do 
other than the right thing, its error is not in the least qualified by its 
protest. In either case, however, I do not see wherein I can properly 
be censured. 

In view of these facts — the open-door rule, the failure of the Presi- 
dent to act, and the acquiescence of the Commission, to say nothing of 
the eager quest of public employment by persons all over the land, 
and the constant pressure in their behalf by Senators, members of 
Congress, and other influential personages — it is surprising that the 
practice went no further than it did. It seems to me unjust that I 
should be made to share any of the responsibility; and the Commission, 
I hold, takes an incorrect view of my position when it says that my 
accountability was even '' secondary, and dependent upon tfie extent to 
which a subordinate is justified in protesting against the orders or sug- 
gestions of his official superiors." My duty was to obey the orders of 
the Department, especially as I had no suspicion of error; and it 
strikes me as a little remarkable that any postmaster should be expected 
to antagonize the Department by forcing himself to the front and 
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obtruding his opinions upon his superiors. It is furthermore unreason- 
able to suppose that I could have accomplished anything when the 
Commission itself, whose authority was much greater than mine, failed 
to effect a change. 

From the foregoing statements I do not wish it to be undersood that 
I approve of appointments made in this way. In my judgment, the 
rule permitting them should have been modified when the Commission 
first recommended it; and I am glad that President Boosevelt has seen 
fit to change it. I would make even a greater restriction than the new 
rule imposes; I would allow no transfer at all unless the person asking 
for it nad entered the service under competitive exammation, or is 
subjected before transfer to a noncompetitive examination in which 
he shall be required to reach a higher percentage than that of the 
highest person on the eligible list of the oflSce to which he seeks an 
entrance. I wish to say also, that I am cordially in favor of civil- 
service reform, and have always been desirous of having its rules 
faithfully observed. 

The second irregularitv of any importance to which the Commission 
calls attention is comprehended in tne employment and assignment of 
laborers, and the statement is made that of the present force of labor- 
ers in the Washington City post-office 42 are performing service prop- 
erly pertaining to their designations, that 10 are aoing duty as 
watchmen, and that 7 others are doing classified work. 

As to the 10 men who are performing the duties of watchmen, I beg 
leave to say that theywereallappointea simply aslaborers, and without 
reference to their present detail; that they have not been employed 
solely on watch duty; that they are subject to be called off, whenever 
necessary, to strictly laborer's work; that, in fact, at times they are so 
assigned; and that when absent from duty other laborers supply their 
places. It seems to me that this is a better arrangement than to have 
the duty performed by classified employees, for if those places are to 
be filled from the classified list then clerks must be thus employed, for the 
civil-service rules provide but two classes, namely, clerks and laborers. 
1 may not inappropriately add that this custom, like the other herein- 
above referred to, came to me by inheritance, and was fully known 
and approved by the Post-Office Department. The Commission itself 
says tnat the ' ' investigation shows clearly that most of the irregularities 
herein set forth were directed by the Department, or requested or sug- 
gested by high departmental officials, and in either case came to the 
postmaster with all the force of a direction." If the practice be really 
irregular, however, it remains with you to give proper directions in 
the matter, and with me to cheerfully conform thereto. 

As to the 7 men who are said to be engaged mainly upon classified 
work, I respectfully insist that the Commission's condemnation should 
have been somewhat moderated. Two of these men are performing 
duties that are a mixture of laborer's and messenger's work, while one of 
them has taken the civil-service examination and is now on the clerk's 
eligible list of this office. One of the 7 was running a canceling 
machine (which I understand the Commission now holds to be unclas- 
sified work) and was, besides, a substitute clerk, who has since been 
regularly appointed a clerk and is now serving in that capacity under 
lawful certification. The duties of 1 of the 7, who was employed in 
putting up railway clerks' supplies, have been changed to purely 
laborer's work. One assists in unboxing and distributing supplies. 
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etc. ; another, in addition to his general work, has charge of the clocks, 
etc. ; while still another, though performing laborer's duty, is held to 
be doing classified work merely because he nas more or less oversight 
of the work of his associates. If you think that this state of things is 
irregular, I shall take pleasure in bringing about such change as you 
may direct. 

Concerning both classes of the cases above referred to, the Com- 
mission is but just when it says, "It appears that Postmaster Merritt 
did not initiate any of these improper appointments or assignments." 
Eliminating them as irregularities, whicn, as I have herein endeavored 
to show, should be done, it places this oflSce fairly under the high 
commendation which the Commission in the opening of its letter luis 
bestowed, and for which I hereby express my appreciation: 

The report shows that appointments to competitive classified positions in the 
Washington post-office during the administration of Postmaster Merritt have been 
made in close conformity to the spirit and letter of the civil-service rules. 

There is but one thing more in the letter of the Commission to which 
I need call your attention and that is its discussion and condemnation 
of the employment of the 30 war emergency employees who, it seems, 
were classified by act of Congress of April 28, 3902; of the 12 tempo- 
rary clerks who were made permanent under one of the civil-service 
rules, and of the classification, by order of the President, of 338 
employees of the rural free-delivery service on the 27th of November, 
1901. All these things were authorized by law, by standing inile, and 
by Presidential order. Accordingly they are not for me to criticise. 
Besides, the subject in nowise pertains to this oflSce. None of these 
people are employed in the Washington City post-office, and their 
appointment had not even a remote connection with it. The Depart- 
ment controlled the whole matter and is therefore alone concernea. 
Very respectfully, 

John A. Merritt, Postmaster, 
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Copy of letter ^Tom Hon. Charles Emory Smith to Postmaster- General 
Payne rdative to letter of Hon, John P. Procter^ preside7it Civil 
Service Cominission, 

Philadelphia, July H^ 1903, 
Hon. Henry C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General, 
Sir: You have sent me a copy of the letter of Mr. John R. Procter, 

E resident of the Civil Service Commission, relating to the Post-OflSce 
department and the Washington post-oflSce, for such reply as I may 
deem fit. The only importance I attach to any answer is that such a 
gross misrepresentation of the facts should not be allowed to become 
a part of the permanent records without being accompanied by a state- 
ment of the truth. 

The one-third of Mr. Procter's letter which was in response to your 
inquiry, and which immediately touches the Washington post-office, 
may properly be left to the answer of the postmaster whom it directly 
concerns. The two-thirds whiqh are entirely outside of the scope of 
your inquir}", and which concern my administration as Postmaster- 
General, involve two points: 

First, the so-called indirect classification of persons at post-offices 
on the establishment of free delivery, in alleged evasion of the law, 
followed by their transfer to other portions of the Government service. 

Second, the alleged "packing" of the rural free-delivery division 
of the Department in anticipation of its classification. 

So far as I can see, these are the only points in Mr. Procter's letter 
which relate to my administration. Let me meet them directly and 
unreservedly. 

The law provides that when any post-office shall become a free- 
delivery office — that is, when its receipts reach $10,000 a year — it shall 
be classified and its clerks shall by that fact be admitted to the classified 
service without being compelled to pass a competitive examination. 
Under this provision, in 1897, before 1 became Postmaster-General, 
some persons were appointed to offices about to be classified, and, after 
their classification, transferred to other parts of the service. The prac- 
tice thus introduced continued in a limited degree. 

It is the statute, not the Department, that puts the clerks of new 
free-delivery offices into the classified service. Their classification is 
a matter of law. Their transfer is a matter of rule. No rule then 
prohibited transfer at any time, and no transfer was made without the 
sanction of the Civil Service Commission, though it objected to the 
practice. No rule even at this day forbids transfer at any time in 
the exactly parallel case where small unclassified offices are classified 
by being consolidated with larger classified offices. 

Mr. Procter states that the Commission twice presented the matter 
to President McKinley's attention — first on June 20, 1898, and again on 
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June 11, 1900 — recommending him to modify the rule so as to prohibit 
transfer until after six months' service. This is true. President 
McKinley took no action except to approve the policy laid down in 
the letter of the Postmaster-General, which is here inserted: 

Post-Office Depahtment, 

Washington^ December ^, 1900. 
The Civil Service Commission, 

Washington^ D. C. 

Gentlemen: I am in receipt of your letter of the 20th instant, stating that "the 
Commission feels obliged to repeat its protest with reference to the indirect classifi- 
cation of persons at post-offices upon the establishment of free delivery, followed by 
their transfer to other portions oi the Government service." 

In reply I beg to state that some time before this letter was written your Commis- 
sion was fully informed that directions had been given which, it is believed, remove 
all just ground of complaint of this character. Whatever may have been the case in 
the past, any features of the practice referred to which were open to just criticism 
have been corrected. In the ordinary course of administration some persons had 
been appointed in offices at which free delivery was afterwards established, and thus 
had come into the classified service, this action having been taken without being 
brought to the attention and without the knowledge of the head of the Department. 

In a letter of your Commission to the President, bearing date June 1, 1900, you 
state, ** We are gratified to record in this connection that the advantage which the 
Post-Office Department actually has taken of this condition is minor in extent in 
comparison to what this provision of the rules seems to permit." This statement is 
justified in view of the fact that the total number of such appointments from the 
beginnino: is 118, while a large number of offices have been classified without any 
advantage being taken of the right. 

Although the number of cases has been limited, as thus indicated, the exercise of 
the authority without full review and except for conclusive reasons in the interest of 
the service is rightly open to objection, and accordingly instructions were given 
which prohibited the practice and permitted appointments of this character only in 
emergency and after being submitted to the chief of the Department. Of this instruc- 
tion your Commission was fully advised. 

I concur with your Commission in the judgment that, wherever it is practicable, 
admissions to the service should be made only upon examination and after applica- 
tion of the approved tests of merit, and for tliis reason I greatly regret that from July 
1, 1899, to December 19, 1900, for want of a sufficient roister of eligibles provided 
by the Civil Service Commission, it has been absolutely necessary for this Depart- 
ment, in meeting the requirements of a growing service, to make 896 appointments 
of post-office clerks and subcarriers of a temporary character, with all the embar- 
rassment of afterwards superseding trained persons with untrained persons. 
Respectfully, 

Charles Emory Smith, 

Postmaster- General. 

This is my reply to Mr. Procter, made not now, but on December 
27, 1900. So far as 1 know, that reply was never answered, and for 
obvious reasons. It stated that the practice, so far as it involved any 
abuse, had been and would be stopped. I have but to turn to Mr. 
Procter's recent letter for the proof. He says: 

The number of persons thus entering classified positions by appointments in 
smaller offices and subsequent transfers increased from 2 in 1897 to 22 in 1898, 26 in 
1899, and reaching the maximum number of 61 in 1900, and decreasing to 15 in 1901, 
8 in 1902, and 2 in 1903. 

My letter, setting forth the fact of rectification, was written Decem- 
ber 27, 1900, and Mr. Procter says the transfers decreased to 15 the 
next year. 1 need not comment on the peculiar candor which made 
no acKnowledgment of the removal of all just ground of complaint 
then and seeks to suppress the truth about it now. Nor need I inquire 
whether this is due to the fact that, after being so greatly exercised 
about the mote in the Department's eye, namely, 118 transfers in three 
years, among over 200,000 employees, the critic was painfully reminded 
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of the beam in his own eye, namely, 896 forced appointments outside 
civil-service' rules, in a year and a half, because of the Commission's 
failure to meet the requirements. 

The onlj^ other point of Mr. Procter's letter which calls for any 
attention from me is his statement respecting the rural free-delivery 
division, as follows: 

Nearly all of the clerks and messengers in the rural free-delivery service who were 
covered into the classified service were in positions in Washington, D. C. One 
hundred and thirty-three of them were appointed prior to July 1, 1901, 26 were 
appointed in the four months immediately preceding the classification, and 56 were 
appointed in the twenty-six days preceding classification. How many of these were 
appointed for reasons other than the needs of the service it is, of course, impossible 
for the Commission to determine, but that the service was packed with employees 
in the interests of the individual is indicated by the fact that the number of appoint- 
ments in the month of the classification was more than twice as great as for the pre- 
ceding four months. 

With a few words of plain statement I shall leave judgment to be 
pronounced on this gratuitous imputation. The rural delivery appro- 
priation for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1901, was $1,750,000; for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1902, it was just double, $3,500,000. 
The number of routes in operation July 1, 1900, was 1,276, and July 1, 
1901, it was 4,301. In the next five months before the classification 
the number increased to 6,009. Was double the appropriation to be 
applied, double the service to be provided, and double the work to be 
done without any increase of force? 

The truth is that when Congress, by making the large appropriation 
of $3,500,000 for the fiscal year 1901-2, settled that the service was no 
longer experimental, the Department set about organizing it on a 
permanent basis. It carefully calculated how the appropriation should 
be apportioned, how many agents should be employed in the field, how 
many clerks were needed at headquarters to keep up with the work, 
etc. With the greatly increased appropriation and service the force 
was inadequate to the requirements; tne clerks were working over 
hours, and it was under these circumstances that the additional 
appointments were made. 

How much ground there was for Mr. Procter's unworthy inuendo 
may be judged from the fact that of the 56 appointments to which he 
refers 41 were women clerks, 4 were transfers, 6 were designations for 
division headquarters in the field, and 5, all told, were original appoint- 
ments of men for the Department. A vast deal of politics, surely, in 
the appointment of 41 women. Another fact deserves remark: Nearly 
two years , have elapsed since the appointments. You have been 
Postmaster-General a year and a half and you have not droppea one 
of them. If the service was "packed," how faithless you have been 
to your duty. This heedless critic didn't see that his blow was aimed 
at you as well as me. 

It may have been a sad case of mistaken judgment, but Congress by 
law devolved the organization of the rural delivery service and the 
appointment of all its force on the Postmaster-General, and not on 
Mr. Procter. For several successive years it made constantly increas- 
ing appropriations, to be expended absolutely at the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral's discretion, without condition or restriction. So far as I now 
recall, there is not a parallel case running through a period of years in 
the history of the country. This great confidence imposed high obli- 
gations on the Postmaster-Generd. He made his regular reports to 
the President and to Congress, and they approved his action. 
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When, as already indicated, it became clear that the service was to 
be enduring he addressed himself to the task of preparing* it for a per- 
manent footing. This involved bringing it within the classified service 
and of extending the civil-service rules to it, so far as they were appli- 
cable. But inasmuch as the first requirement of the rural carrier was 
to have a horse and wagon (horse and wagon not being amenable to 
competitive academic examination) and inasmuch as other special con- 
ditions existed, the regular rules could not be literally applied just as 
they were; they had to be modified to adapt them to these conditions. 

Under the direction of the President the Department was engaged 
for some weeks with the Civil Service Commission in framing a system 
and body of rules, and, in view of Mr. Procter's remarks, it is only 
fair to say that in this work he proved so unreasonable, so dogmatic, 
and so impracticable that he had to be overruled both by his own asso- 
ciates and by the Administration, and had to be substantially elimi- 
nated from all part in the construction of the framework. The burden 
of the work on the part of the Civil Service Commission fell on Mr. 
William D. Foulke, who is as strong and rational in his practical sense 
as he is sincere, earnest, and intelligent in his devotion to civil-service 
reform. 

The principle governing the organization of the rural delivery and 
the attitude and spirit of the Department were stated in my annual 
report for 1901, as follows: 

With its (rural delivery's) acceptance as a fixed and enduring service the wisdom 
of placing it on a permanent basis and of bringing it into full harmony with the 
general principles of the postal establishment enforces itself. In authorizing rural 
delivery as an experiment Congress adopted no directing mandate and simply made 
the requisite appropriation. It did not undertake to prescribe the rules or methods 
of organization. It ^ve the Department full discretion to determine the means and 
select the agents for its trial. 

As the service was experimental in its nature, as its development dep^ended upon 
the results of actual experience, as its progress might require changes in form and 
method, Congress deemed it wise to leave the plan flexible and capable of modifica- 
tion as observation dictated. It did not desire to restrict the freedom of the Depart- 
ment to avail itself of the best suggestions and the ripest fruits of the practical test. 
The controlling object was to determine the feasibility and utility of rural delivery, 
and the yearly enlargement of the appropriation in the same unlimited terms indi- 
cated the purpose of Congress to allow rail latitude for the amplest trial and the 
development of the best agencies and methods of application. 

With this discretionary authority the existing system has been created. At the 
beginning of the fiscal year 1899 there were less than 200 routes in operation; there 
are now 6,000. The organization necessary for this l&rge establishment has bc^n 
made, the agents to locate and the inspectors to examine the operation of these 
routes have been appointed, the carriers who daily traverse the routes and collect 
and deliver the mail have been named, and these more than 6,000 selections have 
been made without friction, and, it is believed, with little complaint. The merit 
principle of appointment has substantially been applied, and no removals have been 
made except for cause. 

Both the clerical administrative force and the force in the field have been chosen 
with care, upon grounds of fitness and qualification, and none have been named who 
were not believed to come up to a high standard of integrity and capacity. Out of 
this method has grown a body of faithful and earnest employees, who, it is confidently 
felt, will compare favorably in intelligence and eflSciency with any part of the civil 
service. 

With this presentation I leave the matter, except for the single 
observation that Mr. Procter's innuendoes justify a personal statement, 
which, however, will be more becoming in a less formal paper. 
Respectfully, yours, 

Charles Emoby Smith. 
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Letter of Hon, John R. Procter^ July S^,^ 1903^ to the Postmaster- 

General. 

United States Civil Sebvice Commission, 

Washington, D. (7., July U, 1903. 
The Honorable the Postmaster-General. 

Sir: My attention has been called to the letter, dated July 14, of 
Hon. Charles Emory Smith, as it appeared in the public press of July 
20, commenting on the recent letter of the Commission in regard to 
the administration of the public service in the Washington post-office. 
If this letter were based upon the facts disclosed by the records, or 
could be read in connection with the Commission's letter and the report 
of the investigation upon which it was based, there would be no neces- 
sity for remark or reply. Under the circumstances, there are certain 
parts of Mr. Smith's letter which seem to demand attention. 

The relevancy of a portion of the Commission's letter has been 
denied by Mr. Smith, although the essential facts it contained have 
not been controverted. Concerning the question of relevancy, it may 
be stated that the present Postmaster-General requested the Commis- 
sion to investigate and report whether the civil-service law and rules 
had been and were bein^ complied with in the Washington post-office; 
and that, as the investigation disclosed the fact that the post-office 
occupied, to a considergtble extent, the relation of a bureau to the 
Department in the matter of appointments and other changes, some 
of the departmental affairs necessarily come within its scope. This 
was especially true with regard to persons appointed to outside offices 
for the purpose of classification and afterwards transferred to the 
Washington post-office and later to the Department, as well as in the 
cases of persons appointed as laborers but irregularly assigned to clas- 
sified duty in the Washington post-office who were afterwards appointed 
in the rural free-delivery service just before its classification. 

Mr. Smith states that the one-third of Mr. Procter's letter which 
immediately concerns the Washington post-office may properly be left 
to the answer of the postmaster whom it directly concerns. 

The facts, as disclosed by the investigation, show that the Depart- 
ment, and not the postmaster, was responsible for most of the viola- 
tions and evasions of the civil-service law and rules in the Washington 
post-office. It is therefore an evasion and not a refutation of the facts 
recited in this part of the letter to say that it may properly be left to 
the answer of the postmaster. The answer of the postmaster is already 
recorded in the report of the investigation in statements signed by him. 
When questioned as to the responsibility for the infractions of the 
civil-service rules in the Washington post-office, he said: 

As most of the appointments of the people who have in any degree violated the 
civil-service regulations have been designated or made by the Department, it seems 
to me that the responsibility for violation of the regulations should be located with 
the parties directing the appointments. 
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Again, he said: 

People that had proved inefficient in the Department * * * had been unloaded 
upon the post-office on several occasions, as is instanced by the case of * * *. 

The postmaster also stated that, in his opinion, his office could have 
been run with the same degree of efficiency, but with much greater 
economy, if the Department had left the personnel of the force to his 
own selection. 

In commenting upon that part of the Commission's letter which deals 
with the classification-transier method adopted by the Department to 
evade the rules he avoids, by a safe margin, the facts disclosed by the 
investigation. He says: 

It is the statute, not the Department, that puts the clerks of new free-delivery 
offices into the classified service. Their classification is a matter of law. Their 
transfer is a matter of rule. 

This statement begs the question. It is a civil-service rule promul- 
gated by the President which provides for the classification of clerks 
at free-deliverv offices, and the Commission construes this rule as 
recognizing Only bona fide employees as acquiring a classifiable status. 
It was the Department, and not the statute or tne rules, that placed 
the names of 18 residents of Washington or its vicinity on the rolls of 
post-offices in various parts of the United States, without reference to 
the needs of those offices, and in most cases without their ever serving 
in those offices, for the sole purpose of getting them into classified 
positions in the Washington post-office or the Department. The 
Department, in making these appointments, without doubt reverted 
to the practice which the civil-service act was designed to prevent, and 
to this extent nullified the law. 

Mr. Smith s.ays, in reference to the same subject: 

In 1897, before I became Postmaster-General, some persons were appointed to 
offices about to be classified, and after classification transferred to other parts of the 
service. The practice thus introduced continued in a limited degree. 

As a matter of record there were only four such appointments made 
during the latter part of 1897 and the early part of 1898, prior to the 
appointment of Mr. Smith, and 124 under his administration. 

Mr. Smith says: 

No rule, even at this time, forbids transfer at any time in the exactly parallel 
cases where small unclassified offices are classified by being consolidated with larger 
classified offices. 

This assertion ignores the fact that section 8 of civil-service Rule 
II forbids the classification of an employee in an office which is to be 
consolidated with a classified office, unless he has actually served 
therein during the sixty days next preceding the consolidation, or was 
appointed through competitive examination. 

He also quotes his letter of December 27, 1900, to the Commission, 
in which he agreed that admissions to the service should, as far as 

Eracticable, be made only upon examination, and stated that directions 
ad been given which would remove all just ground of complaint. 
Mr. Smith now states his belief that the Commission never answered 
this letter, and declares that he will not comment " on the peculiar 
candor which made no acknowledgement of the removal of all just 
ground of complaint then, and seeks to suppress the truth about it 
now." 

A sufficient reply to this statement will be found on page 300 of the 
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Seventeenth Annual Report of the Commission, published in the early 
part of 1901, in which this statement follows the full quotation of Mr. 
Smith's letter: 

It is gratifying to the Commission to be able to state that since the date of the 
above letter but one case of this kind has occurred. 

The letter of December 27, 1900, was a declaration of intention on 
the part of the Department to observe the intent of the law, after six 
written appeals from the Commission, ranging from May 16, 1898, to 
May 24, 1900, two references of the matter to the President, and the 
appointment and transfer of 124 employees by the objectionable 
method. 

Mr. Smith resents the statement that the rural free delivery service 
was packed with employees in the interests of the individuals just 
before classification, as indicated by the fact that 56 were appointed in 
the twenty-six days just preceding classification on November 27, 1901, 
while only 17 were appointed between that date and May, 1903. He 
attributes the large number of appointments just before classification 
to the great increase in work, as indicated by the fact that the appro- 
priation for the rural free-delivery service for the year ending June 30, 
1902, was double the amount for the preceding year. 

He does not explain why, although the appropriation was again 
more than doubled for the year ended June 30, 1903, it was necessary 
to appoint but 17 persons in Washington from November 27, 1901, 
to May, 1903. It seems a fair inference that the appointments prior 
to classification so far exceeded the needs of the service that few 
appointments were necessary, even when the appropriation was more 
than doubled for the year ended June 30, 1903. 

He adds: 

You have been Postmaster-General a year and a half and you have not dropped 
one of them! If the service was "packed/' how faithless you have been to your 
duty! This heedless critic did not see that this blow w^as aimed at you as well as me. 

Mr. Smith apparently fails to recognize the fact that the rapid growth 
of the rural free-delivery service under your administration would 
speedilj^ relieve this condition without recourse to removals. 

He cites the fact that 41 of a certain group of 56 employees mentioned 
in the Commission's letter were women as indicating that the influences 
leading to these appointments were not political. The Commission has 
not claimed that the influences which prompted the numerous appoint- 
ments under consideration were all political; nor will anything be found 
in the letter or report which necessitates an analysis on the basis of sex. 

It is a fact, however, that nearly all of the persons, men as well as 
women, appointed or employed in evasion or contravention of the civil- 
service law and rules, who were examined during the investigation, 
were appointed through the influence of Senators and Representatives 
or high officials of the Post-Office Department. Their names and the 
names of the persons who urged their appointments appear in the 
report of the investigation. 

Mr. Smith states that the Department was engaged for some weeks 
with the Civil Service Commission in framing a system and bod}^ of 
rules for the appointment of rural letter carriers, and that in this work 
Mr. Procter proved so unreasonable, so dogmatic, and so impracticable 
that he had to be overruled by his own associates and eliminated from 
all part in the construction of the framework. 

S. Doc. 151 23 



Digitized by 



Google 



350 INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF POST-OFFICE DEFT. 

This statement will be amusing, as both Mr. Foulke and Mr. Gar- 
field were aware of the fact that it was at my request that Commis- 
sioner Foulke took up the question of the examination of rural letter 
carriers with the Post-Ofiice Department. There was never the slight- 
est difference of opinion between the three Commissioners with respect 
to the advisability of making the examination for entrance to these 
positions as simple and practicable as possible. 

Mr. Smith's letter closes with the statement that ''Mr. Procter's 
innuendoes justify a personal statement, which will be more becoming 
in a less formal paper." 

An editorial in tne Philadelphia Press of eTuly 20, 1903, presumably 
contains this personal statement. The article is given over almost 
entirely to abuse and vituperation. One or two exceptions will be 
noted in a supplementar}^ statement I shall give to the public press 
with a copy of this letter. As the matters under consideration had 
their origin prior to your induction into office, this letter can not prop- 
erly be regarded as referring in any way to your administration of 
the Department. 

Very respectfully, John R. Procter^ 

President 
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Report of Civil Service Commissioners Proctei' mid Cooley to the Presi- 
dent^ June ^ 1903^ respecting irregularities which occurred four years 
ago in the Washington post-office and^ to an extent, in the Post-Ofjice 
Department at Washington; together with detailed statement relating 
to certain irregularities and aJmses which have heen cured hy the aiu 
and cooperation of Postmaster- General Payne, 

June 24, 1903. 
The President. 

Sir: In response to your request, this Commission makes report 
respecting irregularities which occurred four years ago in the Wash- 
ington post-office and to an extent in the Post-Office Department at 
Washington, as follows: 

1. Whether any of these irregularities have occurred during your 
Administration without a prompt stop being put to them. 

Answer. No. See inclosed memorandum snowing the prompt stop- 
page of these irregularities and the ways in which the competitive 
system has been bettered and extended in the postal service during 
your Administration. 

2. Whether the present postmaster at Washington is, in our judg- 
ment, responsible for the wrongdoing which occurred four years ago. 

Answer. The Commission does not regard him as responsible there- 
for, inasmuch as he was carrying out the orders of his superior officers. 

3. Whether there are now in the Post-Office Department or the post- 
office at Washington any persons illegally employed or who should be 
removed from office. 

Answer. No, with the exception of the person occupying the excepted 
position of finance clerk, who is performing alien duties. 

The evil of assigning laborers to classified work is the growth of 
years. The registration regulations adopted and the determination to 
fill all vacancies in positions of laborers doing classified work by certi- 
fication from the registers of eligibles will prevent this evil in the 
future. 

The relations of the Commission with the Post-Office Department 
and with the postal service throughout the country are more satisfac- 
tory from a civil-service standpoint than ever before, as shown by the 
detailed statement filed with this, relating to certain irregularities and 
abuses which have been cured by the aid and cooperation of Postmas- 
ter-General Payne. 

We have the honor to be. Your obedient servants, 

John R. Procter, 
Alford W. Cooley, 

Commissioners, 

Since Postmaster-General Payne has been in charge of the Post-Office 
Department the following betterments have been made: 

In October last the Department joined the Commission in establish- 
ing a regulation requiring persons brought into the classified service 
by the establishment of free delivery at a post-office to pass an exami- 
nation before transfer to other post-offices. 
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The Department has assisted the Commission in perfecting the serv- 
ice records of post-offices and adopted a system of reporting to the 
Commission directly from the Department all changes occurring in the 
status of employees in the Post-Office Service. 

The appointment of laborers for assignment to classified work has 
ceased. 

The Washington postmaster states that General Payne has never 
directed, or even suggested, the appointment of laborers in the Wash- 
ington post-office, as had formerly been done. 

Shortly after General Payne became Postmaster-General he initiated 
the policy of continuing fourth-class postmasters beyond the term of 
four years, and not removing them except for some reason other than 
political, thus making their terms of office in fact, as they are in law, 
independent of changes of administration. This is one of the most 
important advances which the merit system has made in recent years. 

The Post-Office Department has made a much larger number of 
appointments through open competitive examination under the civil 
service rules in the same space of time than ever before, and the pro- 
portion of reinstatements and transfers has decreased. From August, 
1900, to December, 1901, immediately preceding General Payne's 
appointment, 7,362 appointments were made through competition in 
local post-offices. During the like period of seventeen months imme- 
diately following, 9,854 such appointments were made, an increase of 
almost 2,500. So also in the Post-Office Department during the same 
period preceding General Payne's appointment, 50 appointments were 
made through competition, while in the like period following 119 were 
made. 

The number of temporary appointments at post-offices without 
examination has been reduced. In the seventeen months preceding 
his appointment 1,131 such appointments were made, as against 929 
in the seventeen months followmg. Prior to May, 1902, the Depart- 
ment made temporary appointments outside the examinations in post- 
offices in all cases in which there were not as many as three eligibles 
on the register. It was not until General Payne became Postmaster- 
General mat the Commission could get the Department to consent to 
a change in this practice, though repeated conferences were had with 
the Department with that end in view. General Payne agreed with 
the Commission that the rule should be changed, and since May 31, 
1902, temporary appointments are made from the register. The Com- 
mission found that it was difficult to secure eligibles at certain offices, 
notwithstanding due announcement had been made, and suggested to 
the Department the advisability of utilizing as far as possible eligi- 
bles on the departmental and railway-mail registers. In this tne 
Department acquiesced. The result of this action on the part of the 
Department has been to materially lessen the number of temporary 
appointments. 

Notwithstanding public announcement of examinations, it was diffi- 
cult at some second-class post-offices to secure enough eligibles to 
meet the needs of the service. It was thought that this was o6casioned, 
in some measure, by failure on the part of the postmasters to give 
encouragement to applicants. Upon inviting the Department's atten- 
tion to this matter, a circular was issued to postmasters directing that 
all proper means be taken to encourage persons to enter the examina- 
tions, and that they should in no way dissuade applica^jts or use means 
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to induce them to decline appointment after certification. This will 
insure a more geneml cooperation bv postmasters in carrying out the 
rules and of lessening the number oi temporary appointment. 

The Department has also agreed that for the 900 smaller post-offices 
certificates for appointment shall be issued directly by the Commission, 
instead of by local secretaries of examinii^ boards, to enable the 
Comnaission to deal more directly with the Department and expedite 
the public business. 



White House, 
Washhigton^ N^iyvember 23, 1903. 
The recommendations made in this report have been complied with. 
The Secretary of the Treasuryappointea the commission recommended 
in recommendation number two. Mr. Bristow's report covers the 
investigation into the office of the First Assistant Postmaster-General. 
Investigations into the Washington and New York post-offices are 
already in progress. 

Theodore Roosevelt. 
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Beport on the TvllocJi charges hy Messrs. Holmes- Conrad and Charles J, 
Bonaparte^ special assistants to Attorney- General. 

The Attorney-General. 

Sir: On June 24 last past the undersigned were appointed special 
assistants to the Attorney-General in certein designated prosecutions, 
the scope of our employment to be " subject to any changes which may 
be made by this Department." By letters bearing date July 17 and 21 
we were instructed ^' to take up at once the Tulloch charges" and report 
thereon "from a legal standpoint" to you ''at as early a date as pos- 
sible." In the discharge of this duty we have the honor to submit the 
following report: 

I. HISTORY AND NATURE OF THE TULLOCH CHARGES. 

Shortly before April 26, 1899, a revision of the accounts of James 
P. Willett, postmaster of Washington, D. C, covering the period from 
July 1 to September 30, 1898, which account had been pi'eviously passed 
upon and settled by the Auditor for the Post-Office Department, was 
made by the Comptroller of the Treasury through one Thomas W. 
Gilmer, then an expert accountant in the Comptroller's office. This 
revision questioned the propriety of many items which had been allowed 
by the Auditor for the Post-Office Department, and was sent at the last- 
mentioned date by the Comptroller to Postmaster Willett, with a 
request that he furnish such explanation as he might desire to have 
considered. Such wi*itten explanations were furnished, and further 
oral explanations were made to the Comptroller by Perry S. Heath, 
then First Assistant Postmaster-General, and others, with the result 
that on August 31, 1899, the Comptroller notified Mr. Willett, who 
had ceased to be postmaster, that certain items, which he specified in 
his letter, aggregating $932.86, had been disallowed. Subsequently, 
on September 9, 1899,* the Comptroller notified the late postmaster 
that upon a further revision he had allowed $40 of the amount pre- 
viousl}'^ disallowed. 

On June 30, 1899, John A. Merritt, the successor of James P. 
Willett, entered upon his duties as postmaster of Washington, D. C, 
and on the same day, indeed, within a few minutes after the new post- 
master took charge of the office, Seymour W. Tulloch, who for more 
than twenty years had been the cashier of the post-office, was removed 
from office. 

On July 3, 1899, Mr. Tulloch called on Postmaster-General Charles 
Emory Smith, and presented to him a letter from Senator W. E. 
Chandler, and then made to him an oral statement as to certain irregu- 
larities alleged to have previously existed or to then exist in the Post- 
Office Department and Washington City post-office. No contempora- 
neous written memorandum of this statement appears to have been 
made. 
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On July 6, 1899, Inspector-in-Charge William B. Smith filed a ''con- 
fidential report" to Chief Inspector W. E. Cochran, ''which," as he 
says, "sets forth certain irregularities, discovered by me, which, in 
my judgment, indicate a condition of affairs demanding an immediate, 
thorough, and exhaustive investigation." This report was submitted 
by Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General Bristow personally to the 
Postmaster-General, and he also caused to be prepared in his office an 
abstract of Inspector Smith's report for the latter's use. Marginal 
notes in pencil are found on the original of this document, which are 
in the handwriting of George W. Beavers, then chief of the salaries 
and allowance division. 

There is on file "A memorandum to Postmaster-General Smith in 
explanation of irregularities set forth in brief of confidential report of 
Inspector in Charge Smith," made a few days after the report was 
filed July 6, 1899, at the request of Postmaster-General Smith. This 
"memorandum" contains evident references to the pencil notes on the 
"abstract" in the handwriting of George W. Beavers, and it is sup- 
posed at the Department that Postmaster-General Smith referred the 
"abstract" to Messrs. Heath and Beavers, and received from them 
this "memorandum" in explanation. The papers on file render this 
probable; but, in any event, no action whatever beyond this reference 
appears to have been taken by the Post-Office Department on the 
report made by Inspector in Charge Smith or the statement of Mr. 
TuUoch. 

On July 31, 1900, Inspector Little made a "special report" to 
Inspector in Charge Smith on the condition of the Washington post- 
office, in which he recommended "that the roster of this office should 
be carefully readjusted, the superfluous force eliminated, and com- 
pensation in many instances equalized;" adding: "This can be done 
without impairing the efficiency of the service and result in a saving 
of many thousands of dollars." This report was approved by the 
inspector in charge, and likewise placed by Fourth Assistant Post- 
master-General Bristow personally in the hands of. the Postmaster- 
General. It had been prepared by the order of Mr. Bristow for 
reasons to be hereafter considered. It was, nearly six months later, 
referred to the postmaster with instructions to give effect to some of 
its recommendations and, still later, this appears to hav e been done. 
About two months before it was made, how^ever — that is to say, on May 
26, 1900 — there had been published in the Washington Post an article 
which Mr. Tulloch says was based upon "information obtained inde- 
pendently," but seems to have related to some of the same matters to 
which he had called attention, and appears to have been regarded in 
the Department as inspired by him. He says of this publication: 

Detailed charges at length were made, the names of competent witnesses were 
given, and Postmaster-General Charles Emory Smith was challenged to make an 
investigation. These charges were treated as frivolous and civilly dismissed by the 
ofl&cials involved. They remain, however, unanswered to this day, and may yet fur- 
nish matter for a truly zealous investigation. 

Whether these statements are strictly accurate it is hardly within 
our province to consider, but certainly no investigation, "truly zeal- 
ous or otherwise, is shown by the documents submitted to us to have 
been made into the subject-matter of the above-mentioned publication. 

On September 18, 1899, Mr. Thomas W. Gilmer, the expert account- 
ant heretofore mentioned, was instructed by the Comptroller not to 
take up for revision any more accounts of the Washington or any of 
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the New York post-office, and soon afterwards he was detailed for four 
months to another division of the Treasury Department; subsequently 
his new assignment was made permanent; it involved a reduction in 
salary of $200 pei' annmn. 

On May 1 last past there was published in the Washington Post an 
interview with Mr. Tulloch, in which the latter referred to very grave 
irregularities and abuses as existing in the Department, and even 
more notably in the Washington post-office prior to his own removal, 
three years and ten months previously, and intimated a belief that they 
had continued subsequently, but gave no facts, and, indeed, professed 
no knowledge as to later transactions. 

On the same day, i. e.. May 1, 1903, the present Postmaster-General 
wrote letters to Postmaster Merritt and to Comptroller Ti'acewell, 
referring to the published interview with Mr, Tulloch, and adding in 
each letter: 

This is a direct reflection upon the integrity of your office as well as upon the 
administration of the Post-Office Department. As I intend to look into the case some- 
what, I shall be glad to have you advise me what, if any, truth or lack of truth there 
is in the statement referred to. I inclose herewith a copy of the article referred to. 

To these letters Mr. Tracewell replied on May 2 and Mr. Merritt on 
May 5. On May 1 Postmaster-General Payne also wrote to Fourth 
Assistant Postmaster-General Bristow substantially to the same effect. 
To this letter Mr. Bristow replied on May 4, referring the Postmaster- 
General to the above-mentioned reports of Inspectors Smith and Little 
and indorsing their accuracy. 

On May 5, 1903, Postmaster-General Payne wrote to Mr. Tulloch: 

I shall be pleased to receive from you any statement which you are willing to 
make in writing, accompanied by any papers, documents, or evidence confirmatory 
of the charges which have appeared in the Washington Post. 

On May 15 Mr. Tulloch replied to this letter, giving his "charges" 
in detail and referring to a number of documents. 

On May 19 and 20 the Postmaster-Generp-l wrote to Mr. Charles 
Emory Smith, late Postmaster-General; to Comptroller Tracewell; to 
Postmaster Merritt; to Mr. John W. Griggs, late Attorney-General; 
to Mr. F. A. Vanderlip, late Assistant Secrete-ry of the Treasury; to 
Mr. Perr}'^ S. Heath, late First Assistant Postmaster-General, and to 
Mr. Henrv A. Castle, Auditor for the Post-Office Department, inclos- 
ing in each of these letters a copy of Mr. Tulloch's letter to him of 
May 15, and requesting from his several correspondents such statements 
or explanations as would throw light upon its subject-matter. 

In his letter to Mr. Perry S. Heath Mr. Payne said: 

I inclose herewith a copy of a letter written by Mr. S. W. Tulloch, in which he 
makes a statement rellecting upon the management of the Washington post-office 
and the Department previous to the year 1900, and especially charges you, as First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, with many acts of doubtful propriety. 1 will be glad 
if you will give me any information bearing upon this subject. The Comptroller, 
Auditor, and Postmaster Merritt can explain the matters which refer to them and 
their offices, but the points upon which we have little or no information are those 
of the putting upon the pay rolls of people who, it is stated, did little work, if any. 
As an example, Mrs. Fannie R. Winans called here yesterday and said that she was 
put to work in the Washington post-office, remained there for three or four months, 
then was laid off, with pay, and did nothing for eleven months, drawing her pay in 
the meantime. At the end of that time she obtained a situation in the Agricultural 
Department. It is said that there are two other such cases, although we have not the 
evidence yet of that fact. Mr. Tulloch lays particular stress upon the fact that 
many people were appointed who took mere junketing trips through the West India 
Islands. I would be very glad to receive anything from you that will throw light 
upon this whole subject. ' 
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On May 2, 1903, Postmaster-General Payne had written to Mr. John 
R. Procter, President of the Civil Service Commission, saying, in ref- 
erence to the published interview of Mr. TuUoch: 

Among other things, it is stated "that the civil service can always be gotten around 
when necessary, as seen in the appointment of cleaners, charwomen, laborers, 
financial clerks, auditors, mechanics, and other excepted persons, irrespective of the 
duties performed or whether any duties are performed.'* 

To these various letters Mr. Procter replied on May 4, Mr. Smith 
on May 27, Mr. Tracewell on May 22, Mr. Merritt on May 26, Mr. 
Castle on May 22, Mr. Griggs on May 22, Mr. Vanderlip on May 18, 
Mr. Heath on May 25. 

It should be here noted that in Postmaster-General Payne's letter of 
May 1 to Postmaster Merritt he asked for a statement of appoint- 
ments, promotions, and transfers among the employees of the office 
since his own ''incumbency of the office of Postmaster-General (Janu- 
ary 10, 1902)," and the postmaster furnished the information desired 
in his reply. With this exception all of the correspondence submitted 
to us in the first instance related to matters preceaing the assignment 
of Mr. Gilmer to new duties in September, 1899, and the only docu- 
ment referring to questionable incidents of a later date was the "spe- 
cial report" of Inspector Little; it does not appear precisely when 
cei^tain of the matters therein specified occurrea, but they must obvi- 
ousl}'^ have happened before July, 1900. 

The correspondence originally placed in our hands ended with a 
letter to the Postmaster-General from Mr. TuUoch bearing date June 
15, 1903, but this related only to certain strictures on his own conduct 
and motives contained in the second letter from Postmaster Merritt, 
and shed little additional light on the questions under consideration. 

In the Philadelphia Press of Saturday, June 27, there appeared a 
letter from ex-Postmaster-General Smith to Postmaster-General Payne, 
making a further statement respecting the Tulloch charges, accompa- 
nied by three papers, marked, respectively, "Exhibits A," "B," and 
^'C." '' Exhibit A" is entitled ''The Tulloch charges;" ''Exhibit B," 
"The inspector's report," and "Exhibit C," ''The explanations." 
"Exhibits A" and "B" are printed in parallel columns, and the opin- 
ion is emphatically expressed that both of these papers were written 
by the same person and that their author is S. W. Tulloch. Were 
this true it would be for our purposes a matter of very subordinate 
importance; but it is quite evident that Mr. Smith has been led to erro- 
neous conclusions by mistaking the above-mentioned " abstract^' of 
the "Confidential report" of Inspector-in-Charge Smith for the "Tul- 
loch charges." "Exhibit A" is word for word the said " abstract" of 
Inspector Smith's report, which, as above stated, was prepared in the 
office of the Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General soon after the report 
was made. 

It bears no resemblance whatever in form or substance to the 
"charges" made by Mr. Tulloch, either in the interview in the Post 
or in his letter to the Postmaster-General. ' • Exhibits A " and " B " are 
indeed very much alike in their forms of expression and method of 
arrangement, and this is very natural, for "Exhibit B" is simply a sec- 
ond ''abstract" of the same "confidential report" made in Mr. Bris- 
tow's office to accompany his letter of May 4 last past to the 
Postmaster-General. The original "confidential report'' is a much 
more voluminous document, including copies of abstracts of the 
Comptroller's letter of April 26, 1899, and many othei papers. 
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Our attention has been called likewise to published letters from Mr. 
Charles Emory Smith and Mr. eTohn R. Procter to the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral, relating to the observance of the civil-service law and rules in 
the Post-Office Department and the Washington post oflSce during the 
incumbency of the former as Postmaster-General. While these refer 
in part to matters bevond the scope of this report, we have used them 
to furnish details and illustration. Certain papers subsequently fur- 
nished us are hereinafter noted. 

II. SOME PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS. 

From the foregoing summary of the mass of documentary informa- 
tion furnished us as constituting or at least containing "the TuUoch 
charges" (and which, notwithstanding its bulk, we have been obliged, 
as will hereafter appear, to supplement in some particulars) certain 
conclusions are at once apparent. At this point, therefore, we respect- 
fully call your attention to the following obvious facts: 

First. No improper oflScial act on the part of any public officer or 
employee is alleged which did not occur more than three years hefoa^e 
July 17, 1903; so that when we were instructed to report on these 
matters "from a legal standpoint," all possible prosecutions were 
already barred under the terms of section 1044, United States Revised 
Statutes. Indeed it is as nearly certain as mav be under the circum- 
stances that such was the case when Mr. TuUocn's interview of May 1, 
1903, was published. We are led, therefore, to interpret our instruc- 
tions in a broader sense than we might otherwise venture to ascribe to 
them, and understand that our views are desired as to the legal pro- 
priety of the official action disclosed and not merely whether it may or 
may not have been criminal. 

Second. We are very imperfectly informed by these documents as 
to the management and condition of the Washington post-office during 
the period between the dates of Inspector Little's '' special report" 
(July 31, 1900) and the qualification of the present Postmaster-General 
(January 10, 1902), and have only the saia report to indicate rather 
than disclose what happened there after Mr. TuUoch's removal (June 
30, 1899). We think it obvious that an investigation of the period of 
Mr. Merritt's incumbency is more likely to be fruitful of practically 
useful results, especially in view of the operation of the statute of 
limitations, than could be an investigation of incidents occurring while 
Mr. Willett was postmaster. On this opinion we base in part ui^ first 
recommendation of this report. 

Third. The '^Tulloch charges" have never been, properly speaking, 
' ' investigated " at all. The Postmaster-General's correspondence with 
some of the parties implicated has indeed provided us with a certain 
number of expressly conceded facts, and with further admissions to 
be implied from silence as to certain allegations which it is reasonable 
to suppose would have been denied if they could have been, and con- 
temporary documentar}^ evidence has been brought to light which is 
decisive as to a number of questions; but we have been repeatedly 
confronted in our inquiry with an assertion on the one side and a 
denial on the other as to a question of fact, with no sufficient means at 
our command to determine which statement we could advise you to 
believe. Fortunately, however, these questions are not, for the most 
part, in our view, of any great materiality. 

Fourth. No "charges," in a technical sense, have been formulated, 
either by Mr. TuUoch or anyone else, with respect to the subject- 
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matter of our inquir3^ Inspectors Smith and Little are precise and 
explicit in their statements, but they usually describe abuses without 
seeking to fix responsibility for their existence. Their reports might 
have furnished the basis for charges, but do not contain them. Mr. 
TuUoch's letter of Ma}'^ 15 to the Postmaster-General reflects very 
gravely upon the tharacter, conduct, and motives of various officials, 
past and present, but these accusations are not framed specifically or 
m orderly sequence. They have to be disentangled from fines of argu- 
ment or narrative, sometimes quite foreign to their subject-matter, 
and they are not infrequently rather intimated than made in plain 
words. It thus happens that they are but seldom put in such shape as 
to admit only of a categorical ^"yea" or "nay" as answer, and the 
replies of the accused may read plausibly to one examining the corre- 
spondence superficially, while in reality all that is truly serious in the 
"charges" is evaded with generalities and practically unanswered. 
This feature of the inquiry is illustrated very forcibly by — 

III. THE CHARGES AGAINST PERRY S. HEATH. 

As above noted in the letter of Postmaster-General Pavne of May 
20, 1903, to Mr. Perry S. Heath, he inclosed a copy of Mr. Tulloch's 
letter of May 15, and said that it " especially charges you, as First 
Assistant Postmaster-General, with many acts of doubtful propriety." 

In this instance, as in others, Mr. Tulloch's ^' charges " are not stated 
in any systematic form, but are mingled with much irrelevant matter, 
in great part of a purely personal character. From the letter, how- 
ever, the following charges, among others of less importance, can be 
distinctly made out against the official conduct of Mr. Perry S. Heath 
while First Assistant Postmaster-General: 

(1) A printed circular from the office of the First Assistant Post- 
master-General required all post-office employees to give bonds to be 
furnished by a single surety company designated in the circular. This 
requirement was extended to letter carriers. 

(2) By order from the First Assistant Postmaster-General the cashier 
of the Washington City post-office was required to pay to one J. Holt 
Livingston the price of furniture said to have been purchased for use 
in Cuba and Porto Rico, although Livingston admitted to the postmas- 
ter that he had not even yet begun to manufacture the furniture. 

(3) Mr. Heath ordered the employment of one Oliver H. Smith as 
" laborer" in the Washington City post-office, and yet caused him to be 
paid as though for clerical services, and to be promoted to the position 
of ''finance clerk" at $1,700 a year. 

(4) Mr. Heath ordered the employment of 8 females as charwomen, 
or cleaners, in the Washington City post-office, but instructed the 
postmaster that their names should not appear on the pay rolls, and 
that they were not expected to report for duty. 

(5) Mr. Heath caused the transfer from other post-offices of many 
clerks to the Washington City post-office, without request from the 
Washington City postmaster, and without need for their services in 
that post-office, and instructed the postmaster to ''consult" with one 
of these clerks, a Mr. D. G. Miller, and arrange hours of duty which 
would be "satisfactory" to him — Miller. 

(6) Similar favoritism was shown, by Mr. Heath's orders and for 
personal reasons on his part, to one George C. Clavis, jr., another 
clerk in the post-office. 

(7) Mr. Heath secured the appointment to office or promotion, as 
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'' finance clerks " and " auditors," in several cases at salaries of $1,600 
and $1,700 per anrium^ of a number of persons whose names are ^ven 
and who at no time performed duties appropriate to such offices, in 
direct violation of the law and rules relative to classification of clerks. 

(8) Mr. Heath caused the expenses and salaries of certain persons 
whom he sent to Cuba and Porto Rico to make " investimtions " with- 
out any necessity, to be paid, in some cases, for weeks ana even months 
after the return of these persons and when the}^ were rendering no 
sei^vice to the Government. 

(9) When the " revision " of the postmaster's accounts made by Gil- 
mer was sent by the Comptroller to the postmaster for his explanations 
as to the items disallowed therein, Postmaster Willett said: 

He had strict orders from General Heath to bring all papers received from the 
CJomptroUer immediately to him, and that his office would dictate all replies. 

Mr. Heath was very angry with the city post-office officials because 
they had acknowledged the receipt of the Comptroller's letter before 
they knew of these orders and ''charged us witn having secretly acted 
in collusion with the Comptroller and his experts." 

(10) When Mr. Heath ''bought in" the Seventh National Bank, of 
New York, and became one of its directors he caused the postal funds, 
which for ten years had been deposited in the Chase National Bank, 
and amounted to a daily balance of from $60,000 to $200,000, to be 
transferred to his own bank. 

To this letter Mr. Heath made a very general reply, referring 
specifically only to the single matter of Mrs. Winans, which, as above 
explained, Postmaster-General Payne had informed him had fallen 
within his own personal knowledge. Of her he says: 

If Mrs. Winans did not render services equivalent to the compensation she received 
her superior officers were deceived. I did not know the woman when she was 
appointed, and had no personal interest in her. Her name was amongst the lar^ 
number always on my desk, and I recall that she was well recommended for a posi- 
tion. I did not and could not attempt to personally ascertain whether persons 
appointed to positions in post-offices rendered satisfactory service. I do remember 
that this woman became a nuisance about the Post-Office Department, and that I 
refused to see her. She was reported to me by my chief clerk as being persistent in 
her demands for promotion or more desirable work. She at least pretended to my 
chief clerk, so he reported to me, to perform services warrantmg promotion or better 
compensation. 

To the ten specific charges above formulated Mr. Heath made no 
other answer than the following statement: 

I never appointed any person to any position or retained anyone in any position 
at any time with any sort of notion or idea that he or she was not to render full 
and honest service to the Government for the pay received. The intimation that 
there was any "honorary roll" upon which persons were placed for political or 
personal or other purposes than good service is a pure invention. It is a lie out of 
the whole cloth, as are most of the imputations of TuUoch. If any persons were so 
appointed or retained it was through their own dishonest designs. 

We consider this answer altogether insuflScient, and no less unsatis- 
factory in substance than in form. 

The revision of Postmaster Willett's account, made by Mr. Gilmer 
for the Comptroller, disallowed a number of payments made on the 
authority of Mr. Heath. Among these were some to Oliver H. Smith; 
to the charwomen or cleaners; tor traveling expenses of Mr. Heath 
and Mr. Beavers; and to the five persons employed, apparently b^y Mr. 
Heath, on the letter-carrier overtime cases. We willhereafter discuss 
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this revision more fully; but, of itself, it sufficies to show that Mr. 
Heath's official record is not so clear as to defy suspicion. 

Moreover the '' confidential report" of Inspector in Charge Smith, 
and the ''special report" of Inspector Little tend so strongly to sus- 
tain some of the most serious cnarges made by Mr. TuUoch against 
him that it is quite impossible to dispose of these charges by calling 
them ''lies out of the whole cloth," especially when we remember that 
the "confidential report" is stated by Inspector Smith to set forth 
irregularities disc^overed hy himself^ and that the "special report" was 
prepared a whole year after Mr. "fuUoch had left the office. It would 
have been more satisfactory, doubtless, if Mr. Tulloch's letter had 
been so drawn as to indicate more clearly the necessity for a distinct 
and categorical denial of each one of these charges; but the reasonable 
inference to be drawn from Mr. Heath's complete failure to meet fully 
and explicitly accusations which, as Postmaster-General Payne very 
justly admonished him, "charged him with many acts of doubtful pro- 
priety/' added to the facts appearing from the record evidence laid 
before us, oblige us to say that at least a strong prima facie case is 

Presented of willful and reckless disregard by the late First Assistant 
ostmaster-General of obligations imposed on him by the regulations 
of his own Department, as well as by the statutes of the United States; 
and we feel it our duty to add that suspicion of his personal integrity 
must be inevitably aroused in our judgment by an impartial consider- 
ation of the facts submitted to us and of his plainly inadequate expla- 
nations. 

rv. analysis' OF the charges. 

We have dealt at some length with some of the more important 
among the charges against Mr. Heath; it could serve no useful purpose 
and would needlessly prolong this report to treat all the others so 
minutely. They may be summarized as alleging; 

First. Inaproper appointments of subordinates; and 

Second. Improper aisbursements of public funds. 

Under the ^r^^ head it is claimed: 

(1) That subordinates were employed, without necessity or advan- 
tage to the service, in distant post-offices just about to be classified only 
that they might be transferred to the Washington post-office immedi- 
ately after the classification; 

(2) That subordinates were employed in the Washington post-office 
as "laborers" to do ''classified" work; and 

(3) That subordinates were employed in the Washington post-office 
as "laborers," or in positions otherwise exempted from competitive 
examination, whose services were not needed and who, in many cases, 
were not expected to, and did not in fact, render any service. 

Under the second head we have to consider: 

(A) Payments alleged to be illegal for reasons oiforrn; and 

(B) Payments alleged to be illegal for reasons of suhstance* And 
in each case we must determine the responsibility for any irregulari- 
ties found to exist of 

(a) Officials of the Washington post-office and the Post-Office Depart- 
ment; and 

(b) Officials of the Treasury Department, i. e., the Auditor and 
C!omptroller. 

We proceed to examine the charges in the foregoing order. 
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V. SUBORDINATES EMPLOYED IMMEDIATELY BEFORE THE CLASSIFICA- 
TION OF THEIR POST-OFFICES AND TRANSFERRED TO WASHINGTON IMME- 
DIATELY AFTER THEIR CLASSIFICATION. 

In his letter of May 15 to the Postmaster-General Mr. TuUoch says: 

Transfers were made by the First Assistant Postmaster-General from outside offices 
without any request or demand from the local postmaster.- As such might be men- 
tioned April 19, 1899, Elsie J. Anderson, $600, from Sistersville post-office, W. Va. ; 
May 27, 1899, William Bonar, $600, from Nyack, N. Y.; March 10, 1899, Percival 
Marshall, $600, from Columbia, Tenn.; D. G. Miller, $900, from Winchester, Va. 
The postmaster was directed by General Heath to consult with Mr. Miller and arrange 
hours which would be satisfactory to him. 

As already noted, Mr. Heath makes no denial of any of these state- 
ments in his letter of May 25. In the interview of May 1, Mr. Tul- 
loch had previously said: 

With regard to appointments or promotions of personal and political friends or the 
transfer of same to Washington from some obscure oflSce just placed among the 
classified, all that is required is the action of the First Assistant Postmaster-General* s 
office salary and allowance division. It finds the money, designates the appNoint- 
ment or promotion or transfer, and the local postmaster keeps on adding additional 
employees as directed, whether their services are required or not, while other offices 
badly in need have to go without. 

This allegation likewise is not distinctly questioned in any of the 
letters submitted to us, the specific statements on the subject of 
Mr. Merritt's letter of May 5 being carefully confined to the period 
svbsequent to Mr. Payne's qualification as Postmaster-General, which 
occurred more than two years and a half after his own assumption of 
office and Mr. Tulloch's removal; while in his second letter ne says 
nothing whatever in relation to it; so that Mr. Tulloch was quite justi- 
fied in saying in his letter of June 3: 

The statements by Postmaster Merritt of appointments, promotions, and transfers 
in his office is limited, at your request, to the period of your administration. It 
might be interesting to know what was done previous to that time and while Mr. 
Heath was in office. 

This whole subject has been, however, so fully treated in the 
recently published letters of Messrs. Smith and Procter before men- 
tioned, and the facts connected with it have been so long notorious 
through repeated references in the published reports of the Civil 
Service Commission for several years past, as well as by the results of 
the late official investigation by the Commission, whose report has 
been laid before us, that we feel anv elaborate discussion of the evi- 
dence on our part would be obviously superfluous. It may be safely 
assumed as a conceded fact that the practice thus noted by Mr. Tul- 
loch has been frequent and persistent in connection with the Washing- 
ton post-office, it will be more to the purpose to consider its charac- 
ter ^'from a legal standpoint," and to do this we must first state 
clearly just what it is. 

By clause secmid of section 6 of the civil-service law the classified 
service was made to include "the several clerks and persons employed 
or in the public service at each post-office or under any postmaster of 
the United States where the whole number oif said clerks and persons 
shall together amount to as many as 50;" with power to the President 
to extend the classification, from time to time, to ''the clerks and per- 
sons so employed in the postal service in connection with any other 
post-office." There were 23 such post-offices when the law was passed; 
m ten years the number had increased, by the gradual growth of the 
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service to meet public needs, to 53. On January 5, 1893, President 
Harrison extended the classification to the "clerks and persons so 
employed" in all free delivery post-oflSces, thus increasing the num- 
ber of classified offices at once to 606. This number has increased 
steadily and rapidly since then and is now about 1,000 

During the four years ending on June 30, 1898, 1899, 1900, and 1901, 
respectively, there were added to the classified service in this manner 
1,717 persons at 236 offices. During that time section 7, of Rule II, 
of the Civil Service Rules (since amended), read as follows: 

A person holding a position on the date said position is classified under the civil- 
service act shall be entitled to all the rights and benefits possessed by persons of the 
same class or grade appointed upon examination under the provision of said act. 

Among the " rights" so acquired was that (under sec. 2, of Rule II,) 
to be transferred, without examination^ from any department, office, 
or branch of the service "upon requisition and consent of the proper 
officers and the certificate of the Commission." 

The number of employees in unclassified post-offices is fixed, and the 
individuals employed may be designated practically by the salaries 
and allowances division, under the supervision of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General; and the latter has, therefore, or then had, the 
power, if the Postmaster-General should tolerate his exercising it, to 
cause the postmaster in a post-office about to become one of free 
delivery, and consequently, ipsofacto^ classified, to employ a number 
of additional clerks or other subordinates only a few days before the 
classification, who became members of the classified service immedi- 
ately afterwards and could be transferred to positions in the Washing- 
ton post-office and elsewhere, which they could have otherwise obtained 
only through success in competitive examinations and certificates from 
lists of eligibles. There can be no reasonable doubt, we think, that 
this power was freely exercised, and, in fact, grossly abused, by Mr. 
Perry S. Heath while First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

We have said that he had and exercised a power under the law then 
existing. Was it also a legal rigid ? We have no hesitation in answer- 
ing this question in the negative. The employees for whose benefit 
section 7 of Rule II was intended were hona flde employees in the 
offices about to be classified, hired in good faith to do work which the 
public interest required to be done tliere^ and not with the design to 
indirectly violate the distinct prohibition of section 7 of the civil-service 
law, which declares: 

No officer or clerk shall be appointed and no person shall be employed to enter or 
be promoted in either of the said classes * * * that may be arranged hereunder 
pursuant to said rules until he has passed an examination or is shown to be specially 
exempted from such examination in conformity herewith. 

These persons were ''employed" in the post-offices about to be 
classified precisely ''to enter" one ''of the said classes" of public 
servants without having passed an examination; or, in other words, 
their employment was for the very purpose which is totideni verbis for- 
bidden by the statute. Such an employment constituted an evident 
fraud upon the law, and the doctrine is as old as the Duchess of King- 
ston's case that "fraud vitiates the most solemn acts ecclesiastical and 
civil." We can not find any statute of the United States which con- 
stitutes such action on the part of a responsible Federal officer a crime; 
but it is clearly a grave breach of public trust. So far as is indicated 
by the papers submitted to us, the persons directly responsible for 
these fraudulent employments were Messrs. Perry S. Heath and 
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George W. Beavers, neither of whom is now in the public service. 
It seems clear, however, that this responsibility extends, in some 
measure, to the late Postmaster- General, who appears to have at least 
tolerated the practice after notice of its existence, and to the late and 
the present postmasters at Washington, each of whom appears to have 
accepted the transfer to his office of a number of persons thus em- 
ployed without, so far as is shown, any protest or exposure, facts sub- 
stantially admitted as to himself in Mr. Merritt's letter of June 29. 

VI. LABORERS EMPLOYED TO DO ''CLASSIFIED" WORK. 

In the Postmaster-General's letter of May 2 to Mr. John R. Proc- 
ter he quotes from Mr. TuUoch's interview of the day previous the 
statement: 

The civil servicie can always be gotten around when necessary, as seen in the 
appointment of cleaners, charwomen, laborers, financial clerks, auditors, and other 
excepted persons, irrespective of the duties performed. * * * 

Mr. Payne adds: 

I consider this statement, if true, a reflection upon the efficiency of the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission, as well as upon the integrity of the administration of the Washington 
post-office. 

We do not feel called upon to express any opinion as to whether the 
facts thus stated impugnea the efficiency of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, as organized d\iring the years to which Mr. Tulloch's allegations 
refer (i. e., the years 1897 to 1900), but there can be, we think, no 
doubt that the above-quoted statement, if somewhat exaggerated, con- 
tains a large measure of truth, and that this fact reflects gravely upon 
''the integrity of the administration of the Washington City post- 
office" during the period in question." 

In the report of Inspector Little on the annual inspection of the 
office, completed July 31, 1900 (this is not the '' special report" hereto- 
fore mentioned), he states that besides 11 ''janitors" there were then 
employed for the office 1 "laborer" at $4:00 per annum^ 4 more at 
$500, 30 at $600, and 29 at $700, or 64 in all. The "foreman" of this 
large force was no other than the Oliver H. Smith who figures in so 
many capacities in this correspondence, and was appointed "finance 
clerk," a position excepted from competition under the civil-service 
rules because of its supposed necessary connection with the handling 
of funds and consequent "confidential" character, but seems to have 
discharged altogether different duties. 

The reports and correspondence show conclusively to our minds that 
the service of a large proportion of these so-called "laborers" were 
either wholly or partiallj^ clerical or supervisory, although we must 
not be understood as intimating that their services were in all cases, 
without value to the Government. On the contrary they seem in some 
instances to have done the proper work of more highly paid employees 
retained in the service for other reasons than the public interest. Thus 
in the report of Inspector Little, lastly above quoted, after saying of 
the former superintendent of a station, "he can not issue a money 
order or make out a report, and never was able to do so when super- 
intendent," and of another officer who was borne on the roster as 
"money -order clerk," that he "can not perform the duties of that 
position and has been employed as stamp clerk. He is too infirm to 
nil that position satisfactorily and should be removed for the good of 
the service;" adds that a certain young lady "is also assigneato this 
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station as a lahorer^ at $600 ^^r annum ^ and is rendering good service 
as a clerk; but her employment, or that of some other competent clerk, 
is necessary to make up the deficiencies of" the two men mentioned. 
In Mr. Merritt's second letter (that of May 26 last) to the Postmas- 
ter-General, he says: 

The practice which Mr. Tulloch condemns of employing a man, for example, as 
finance clerk and giving him a duty seemingly incompatible with that position, I 
found in existence when I came into office. It extends, as I am told, to probably 
every large post-office in the United States. I have repeatedly called attention to it. 
There is no real abuse in it, however, the employees thus irregularly designated 
being all usefully employed. 

We can not agree with Mr. Merritt. The practice involves not 
merely an " irregularity" in the designation of employees, but a clear 
and open violation of law. Its evident purpose is to effect the employ- 
ment without competitive examination of persons to whom the proper 
work of employees in the classified service will be subsequently 
assigned. Such a proceeding was at the time of which he speaks, and 
would be now, a defiance of the law. 

Bv the first clause of section 2 of the civil-service law it is provided 
of tne rules to be prepared by the Commission that — 

When said rules shall have been promulgated, it shall be the duty of all officers of 
the United States in the departments and offices to which any such rules may relate 
to aid, in all proper ways, in carrying said rules, and any modificatioA thereof, into 
effect. 

By opinion of the Attorney-General rendered August 29, 1903, it 
was determined that — 

The civil-service law, approved January 16, 1883, chapter 27, provides substan- 
tially that the rules promulgated by the President for carrying it into effect shall 
have the force of law. 

By section 1 of Rule II it is provided that — 

Any person in the executive civil service of the United States who shall willfully 
violate any of the provisions of the civil-service act or of these rules shall be dis- 
missed from office. 

Rule XIII of the civil-service rules duly promulgated provides that: 

No person who is appointed as a laborer or workman without examination under 
the civil-service rules shall be assigned to work of the same grade as that performed 
by classified employees. 

We have already auoted the provision of section 7 of the civil-serv- 
ice law forbidding tne employment of anyone "to enter" the classi- 
fied service "until he has passed an examination or is shown to be 
specially exempted from such examination ;" the exception from this 
requirement or "any person merely employed as a laborer or worfe- 
man," shows, if indeed any demonstration were needed, that a position 
involving duties partly mechanical and partly clerical or supervisory 
is properly within the classified service; so as to justify the terms of 
section 4 of Rule III, which says: 

The post-office service shall include all officers and employees in free-delivery 
post-offices *.* * except persons employed merely as laborers or workmen. * * * 

And the decision of the Civil Service Commission that: 

All the employees who * * * are not employed merdy as laborers or workmen 
are classified employees * * * and must be appointed in the manner provided 
by the civil-service rules. (Nineteenth Report of the Civil Service Commission, 
p. 115.) 

S. Doc. 151 24 
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In our opinion, these citations, without further discussion, are suflS- 
cient to show that the employment of "laborers" to do clerical work 
ie altogether illegal, that every officer responsible for such employ- 
ment snould have been dismissed from office as soon as the facts were 
ascertained, and that the 'laborers" should have been, and if any are 
still so employed, should now be at once discharged. 

VII. EMPLOYMENT OF LABORERS, ETC., WHO RENDERED NO SERVICES. 

It appears that seven females were placed on the rolls of the Wash- 
ington City post-office — five at salaries of $600 per annum and two at 
$400 per annum — who received their pay up to the date of the inspec- 
tion of the post-office on June 30, 1899. They were Emma Janes^ 
Fannie R. Winans, Fannie L. Jeffrey, Laura A. Nevitt, Lizzie Crow- 
ther, Frances Daly, and Helen Fenton. 

Inspector Smith in his "confidential report" of July 6, 1899, states 
that, on inquiry of the postmaster he found that neither he nor any- 
one connected with the post-office could tell him what service these 
females performed, or where they performed it, and he expresses the 
opinion, as the result of his investigation, that they rendered no service 
whatever. 

The payments of salaries to Fannie R. Winans, Emma Janes, Laura 
A. Nevitt, and Fannie L. Jeffrey, were disallowed by the Comptroller 
in his revision of August 31, 1899, because illegally paid out of an appro- 

f)riation for ''Miscellaneous expenses;" but we infer from Mr. Castle's 
etter of May 22 that they were subsequently charged to another appro- 
priation and allowed on new vouchers. 

The report of the inspectors on their annual inspection of the Wash- 
ington, D. C, post-office, which is signed by five post-office inspectors, 
states: 

We also found a "special roll" of employees paid from miscellaneous allowance, 
said appointments bein^ under control oi the Post-Office Department. This roll con- 
sists of 9 ** cleaners,'' with salaries from |400 to $600, and 1 " physician,*' at a salary 
of $1,700. 

Mr. TuUoch in his letter of May 15 says in this connection: 

The postmaster one day brought me an allowance of the First Assistant Post- 
master-General, salaries and allowances division, July 27, 1898, appointing Emma 
Janes and Fannie R. Winans as cleaners and charwomen, from July 1, 1898, at 
$600 'per annum. Handing me the allowance, he stated it was an order of the DepjEuii- 
ment that the names of the women should not appear on any pay rolls; they must 
be paid on individual vouchers, and I must so arrange for the payments that each 
of the parties designated should not know that the other was in receipt of any 
njoney or had any connection with the office. He also stated that neither of them 
was expected to report for any duty. * * * Mrs. Janes appeared and demanded 
the first payment of her salary. I informed her she would nave to obtain a certifi- 
cate with regard to the date of commencing service from the superintendent to whom 
she was assigned. She replied that her duties were of a confidential nature and that 
she had not been assigned to any division. * * * She afterwards returned with 
a direction from Mr. Beavers directing her payment from a date specified. This 
** complimentary roll" was added to as follows, by direction of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General. 

Then follow the names of eight women. We have already seen that 
one of these women (Fannie R. Winans) told the present Postmaster- 
General she *^ did nothing for eleven months, drawing her pay mean- 
time," and what Mr. Perry S. Heath said of her. 

In the ''explanations," supposed to have been prepared by Mr. 
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George W. Beavers for Postmaster-General Smith, this "irregularity" 
is explained as follows: 

The persons referred to as cleaners were regularly appointed and detailed to the 
post-oflace at Washington, D. C. The postmaster was instructed and it was part of 
his duty to have provided employment for them, or reported to this Department, if 
it was a fact, that there was no employment for them, when their services would 
have been dispensed with. 

It will be noted that, according to this "explanation," the women 
were evidently not appointed because the postmaster (or, so far as 
appears, anyone else) thought their services were needed; they were 
''regularly appointed" firsts and the postmaster was afterwards 
" instructed * * * to have i)rovidea employment for them," at 
least if he could. In this connection we may call attention to the fol- 
lowing passage in Inspector Little's regular ^ report on the annual 
inspection of the oflSce for the year following: 

Relative to other names mentioned above as appearing on the roster, and not 
actually employed in the office or under control of the postmaster, he informs 
me that the names have been placed there by official orders from the Post-Office 
Department, and that he has made no request for their appointment, and that in 
some instances, as in the case of Mr. Fowler and Miss Spates, it was difficult for him 
to find work for them to do. 

With an annual expenditure, as shown by the roster, of $399,500, exclusive of 
carriers and clerks in charge of substations, such assignments and transfers create a 
large increase in the percentage of expenditures to gross receipts. 

Postmaster Merritt, in his letter of May 26, 1903, to the Postmaster- 
General, says as to the first above-mentioned seven females and one 
other: 

They were all appointed before I came into office. One of them, Miss Emma 
Janes, was dropped from the roll some time before that. Fannie R. Winans never 
reported to me at all, and I had her dismissed from the date of my installment 
* * *. Helen Fenton has not been upon the rolls since my appointment, nor has 
she received pay from me. in any other way. The remaining nve, Fannie Jeffreys, 
Laura E. Nevitt, Lizzie Crowther, Kate E. Whitesides, and Frances Daly, are all 
worthy women, and I had no cause for removing them. Mrs. Nevitt long ago 
resigned. 

Two queries are obviously suggested by this singularly worded 



Was the mere fact that the five women retained were ^'worthy" a 
sufficient justification for paying them salaries if they had nothing to 
do? And if ^^jive were retained because they were "worthy," were 
the three d/ropped because they were " unworthy ? " If so, how did they 
show their lack of ''worth?" 

At the end of Exhibit B, appended to the letter of the Fourth Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General to the Postmaster-General, dated May 4 last, 
is the following passage: 

Under date of July 5, 1899, referring to the inspection of the Washington post-ofl5ce, 
concluded June 30, 1899, Inspector Owings states that they found the name of one 
charwoman on the roster of stations A, B, and G, and the superintendents were 
unahle to state what duties they performed and what salaries were paid; that in con- 
versation with Mr, Beavers, chief of salary and allowance division, after the transfer 
of the post-office to Postmaster Merritt, he (Beavers) requested the inspector to inform 
the inspector in charge that when he struck the names of the charwomen of the sta- 
tions it would be well not to mention them in his report, as they were personal 
appointments of the Postmaster-General, and their appointment had been authorized 
by the Department, and that they had only been temporarily assigned to the stations 
until they could be assigned elsewhere. 
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Mr Bristow says of this incident: 

During the progress of the inspection I was advised by the chief inspector that 
Mr. George W. Beavers, chief of the salary and allowances division, haa suggested 
to one of the inspectors that when he came to certain appointments in some of the 
stations that appeared irregular he had better make no reference to them as they had 
been ordered personally by the Postmaster-General. 

The inspectors seem to have had very nearly the same experience a 

fear later, for Mr. Bristow says of the inspection then made by 
nspector Little: 

This inspection was begun when I was absent from the Department. When I 
returned I was informed by the Chief Inspector that complaint was made to the Post- 
master-General that Inspector Little, who was engaged on the work, was asking 
unnecessary questions, and seeking information which was not called for in an inspec- 
tion. I advised him to instruct Inspector Little to make the same kind of an inves- 
tigation of the Washington post-office that he would make of any other office under 
similar circumstances, and to submit in a special report anything which he thought 
should be called to the personal attention of the Postmaster-General. This he did. 

In this '' special report" of Inspector Little of the inspection com- 
pleted July 31, 1900, the names of eight females appear as perform- 
ing the duties of charwomen. Among these are Frances Daly, em- 
ployed at 1500 to clean the assistant postmaster's room and stamp 
room; Fannie L. Jeffreys, at $600, to clean Mr. Vickery's room on the 
first floor; Lizzie Crowther, at $400, to clean a room used by Mr. 
Vickery's clerk. This inspector says: 

One of these women at Station A and three at the main office, at a compensation 
of 1240 per annum (the same as is paid charwomen by the Post-Office Department), 
could do the necessary sweeping and dusting at a cost of I960 per annum, reducing 
expenses on this item alone $2,^0. 

And in his report of ''annual inspection" of same date this same 
inspector says of the three ^' worthy" women last mentioned and three 
others: 

The six last-named persons report at 5 p. m. and leave *' when done." Their work 
is identically the same as that performed by the charwomen of the Post-Office Depart- 
ment at $240 per annum. 

We entertain no doubt that some, at least, of these women, and cer- 
tain other employees as well, were employed by the responsible ofli- 
cers with full Knowledge that their services were not needed, and that 
their emplo3^ment burdened the Government with a wholly useless and 
unnecessary expense, and that whatever may have been the motive for 
this unjustifiable action it was not prompted by a regard for the pub- 
lic interest. With respect to certain of the appointments we must say 
more. If it be true, as intimated b}^ Mr. TuUoch, that Fannie R. 
Winans and Emma Janes, or any of the others, were employed with a 
distinct understanding between each of them and the oflScer or oflBcers 
employing her, that she should be enrolled and paid as a laborer, but 
should render no service whatever, then we think that such an under- 
standing constituted "a conspiracy to defraud the United States" 
under the terms of United States Revised Statutes, section 5440, and 
any act connected with the fraudulent employment — as, for example, 
the making out of an allowance, to authorize it, or the payment or 
receipt of salary thereunder — if done by any party to the original 
agreement, would be an "act to effect the object of the conspiracy" 
mentioned in the same section. 

The case might be a little stronger if the employment should prove 
to be one governed by section 4 of the act approved August 5, 1882 
(22 Stat. L., 255), forbidding payments except "for services actually 
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rendered * * * and at the rate of compensation usual and proper 
for such services;" but, without regard to this statute, we consider an 
agreement that the United States should pay to get something and get 
nothing, made knowingly by an officer of the Government, '4s a con- 
spiracy to defraud the Lnited States." 

(N. B. — We may here mention that copies of the letter of the Po^- 
master-General to the Civil Service Commission, dated May 4 last, 
of the replies of the Commission dated May 5 and June 12, of the 
statement of the Postmaster-General made in presence of Mr. Procter 
on June 13, of the letter of Mr. Procter to the Postmaster-General 
dated July 24, and of two letters of Mr. Merritt to the Postmaster- 
Gjeneral dated, respectively, June 29 and September 1, were sub- 
mitted to us alter this report had been, in great part, prepared, and 
have been duly considered by us, although we have found nothing 
therein to change our conclusions previously reached.) 

VII. IMPROPER DISBURSEMENTS OF PUBLIC FUNDS AS AFFECTING POST- 
OFFICE OFFICIALS. 

We have already noted the distinction to be drawn between disburse- 
ments improper for reason of form and disbursements improper for 
reason of substance. This distinction seems to us eminently material 
as affecting the responsibility of administrative as distinguished from 
fiscal officers. The interests of the Government are protected in this 
respect by many minute safeguards, prescribed, in some instances, by 
statute, but more frequently b}'^ practice and the precedents established 
in the peculiar jurisprudence of the Comptroller. 

These safeguards are well adapted to the ordinary business of the 
Government, but in emergencies they sometimes prove more or less 
serious impediments to effective administration; and, supposing the 
ends in view to be salutary and clearly legal, officials of the admin- 
istrative department are, we think, entitled to be judged indulgently 
if these forms are occasionally neglected. Irregularities of this char- 
acter undoubtely occurred in connection with the large expenditures 
rendered suddenly necessary by the outbreak of the Spanish war, 
especially §ince the military post-offices established, at first in the vari- 
ous camps, afterwards in Cuba, Porto JSico, and the Philippines, were 
by an arrangement as to whose merits we are not qualified or required 
to speak, treated as outlying stations of the New York, Washington, 
and San Francisco post-offices. 

It appears also to have been a practice of long standing in the Post- 
Ofiice Department to sometimes meet expenses of unprofitable post- 
oflBces or of the Department itself out of the surplus revenues of other 
post-offices, and although the legality of this custom is not altogether 
free from doubt, and in the words of Auditor Castle, in his letter of 
May 22 last, to the Postmaster-General, it "sometimes violates rules 
of correct accounting," it has been so long observed and is occasion- 
ally so convenient te those immediately interested that it furnishes, in 
itself, we think, no reasonable ground for criticism. Mr. Tulloch's 
censure is undoubtedly much weakened, and the difficulty of dealing 
fairly with his ''charges" proportionately increased by his habit of 
combining allegations of mere irregularities, arising, for the most 
part, from one or other of the two foregoing causes, with statements 
which in substance accuse the officials concerned of actually misappro- 
priating the public funds or conniving at such misappropriation. We 
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shall confine our attention exclusively to accusations of the last- 
mentioned class, treating any errors of mere form on the part of the 
post-office officials, when the money paid has in fact reached the per- 
sons and been used for the ends intended by Congress, as too clearly- 
condoned by lapse of time to make their investigations fruitful. 
Unfortunately this limitation of our inquiry leaves it still a regrettably- 
wide field. 

. In the confidential report of Inspector in Charge Smith, filed July 
6, 1899, it appears that there was '*• authority from the office of the 
First Assistant Postmaster-General to pay the following-named per- 
sons jp^/* diem in connection with claims of letter carriers for over- 
time charges" in the aggregate the following amounts: 

Katherine Endsley, from July 14, 1898, to April 28, 1899, 261 days, at |5 

per day 11,305 

Charles A. Machen, from July 14, 1898, to April 28, 1899, 260 days, at $4 per 

day 1,040 

A. B. Hurt, from July 30, 1898, to April 28, 1899, 260 days, at |4 per day. . . 1, 040 

John S. Leach, from October 13, 1898, 30 days, at |3 per day 90 

H. L. Lorenz, from July 30, 1898, to April 28, 1899, 260 days, at $4 per day. 1, 040 

F. W. Wait, 35 days, at $4 per day 140 

In the letter of the Comptroller to Postmaster Willett of April 26, 
1899, he states that Machen, Lorenz, and Hurt were paid per diem by 
the Department of Justice for the same services during a part of the 
same time, and from the reply to this letter it is evident that this is 
true for the entire period. Inspector Smith states that, on receipt of 
the Comptroller's letter — 

The necessity for such services suddenly and entirely ceased with final payment 
for the month of April, and no similar claims have since been presented. 

In the ''explanations" prepared, as above explained, by Mr. Beavers, 
for Postmaster-General Smith, this "irregularity" is sought to be 
explained by a statement said to be quoted from the report of the 
Postmaster-General for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1894. This 
quotation is as follows: 

To expedite a settlement of these claims (i. e., letter carriers' overtime claims),, 
in which the interests of the Department as well as those of the letter carriers might 
be fully protected, an arrangement was made with the Department of Justice, by 
which the assistant superintendent of the free-delivery system was commissioned 
by the Court of Claims a special commissioner in the settlement of overtime claims 
by letter carriers. The special commissioner entered upon his duties January 9, 1894. 

On September 5, 1894, the Court of Claims appointed another special commissioner 
to investigate, and report upon letter carriers' overtime claims, and this oflBce detailed 
a clerk of the free-delivery division to assist the commissioners in making necessary 
computations and to perform other clerical work necessary to a prompt adjudication 
of all claims. 

It is sufficiently obvious that the arrangement entered into between 
the Department of Justice and the Post-Offiee Department for the 
adjustment of the letter carriers' claims through a commission, for 
wnich the Post-Office Department was to furnish one clerk, afforded 
no satisfactory explanation of the appointment of these six persons at 
large, though unequal compensation for this service. Inspeetor-in- 
Charge Smith goes on to say in his ''confidential report:" 

What the nature of these services were or where performed I can not state; suffice 
it to say, however, that these parties continued to draw pay until the receipt of Comp- 
troller Trace well's letter. 
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More light is shed on the true nature of this transaction by the 
Comptroller's memorandum giving his reasons for finally allowing 
the items. He says: 

Relative to the vouchers of Katherme Endsley, Charles A. Machen, A. B. Hurt, 
H. Lorenz, and John S. Leach, charj?ed to incidental expenses free-delivery service, 
it is quite true that these payments were not only irregular, but in all probability, 
in a measure, wrongful and authorized for the purpose of increasing the salaries of 
these people, but when I come to consider by whose authority this thing was done, 
and the extent of it, and the fact that our directing attention to it has worked a dis- 
continuance of the whole thing aad stopped the evil practice, I conclude that it 
would be the better policy to rest on what we have gained and not make these dis- 
allowances, but to say in the revision that as the practice has been stopped, in con- 
sideration of all things, I deem it not the best policy to disallow these payments. 

The view we take of such action made evidently proper that we 
should ascertain to whom Mr. Tracewell referred in saying: "When 
I come to consider by whose authority this thing was done." We 
therefore addressed a letter of inquiry to him, and received an answer 
in which he says: 

Replying to your favor of the 6th instant, dated at Winchester, Va., I have the 
honor to say that when I used the language, **but when I come to consider by 
whose authority this thing was done," etc, I referred to the Attorney-General and 
the Postmaster-General, as will appear from the following quotation taken from the 
explanations of the postmaster at Washington, which were before me at the time. 
This explanation was a written statement by the Acting First Assistant Postmaster- 
General. 

"The salaries of these employees were paid by the Department of Justice; their 
expenses, by the free-delivery service, Post-Office Department. This arrangement 
was entered into verbally between the Attorney-General and the Postmaster-General 
in 1894, when is was found necessarv to detail persons trained in the postal service 
to investigate letter carriers' claims for overtime, so that the Government would be 
fully protected." 

I inclose for your information a complete copy of such statement. 

In the copy of the ''explanation" there is the following further 
statement on the subject: 

The payments or per diems to Katherine Endslev, Charles Machen, A. B. Hurt, 
Henry Lorenz, and John S. Leach were in lieu of all exj)enses, including subsistence. 
A. B. Hurt and Henry L. Lorenz were special commissioners in the Court of Claims 
in the settlement of overtime claims of letter carriers. Katherine Endsley, Charles 
A. Machen, and John S. Leach were their clerks during that quarter. The work of 
these commissioners was not limited exclusively to the Department of Justice. While 
investigating overtime claims of letter carriers the^ instructed postmasters and their 
subordinates as to their special duties under the eight-hour law passed May 24, 1888. 
The salaries of these employees were paid by the Department of Justice; their 
expenses by the free-delivery service, Post-Omce Department. This arrangement 
was enterea into verbally between the Attorney-General and the Postmaster-General 
in 1894. 

As we have alread}'^ noted, the ''explanations" in answer to the 
"confidential report" show that the agreement between the two De- 
partments, made in 1894, provided merely for the detail of one clerk 
irom the post-oflSce force to assist in defending these cases. We have 
the less diflSculty in agreeing with Mr. Tracewell that "these pay- 
ments were * * * in all probability * * * authorized for the 
purpose of increasing the salaries of these people" from developments 
m connection with another matter which, although not apparently 
known to Mr. Tulloch or connected with the Washington office, seems 
to us very plainly a part of the same transaction. It was brought to 
our attention through a copy of a special report made on May 28 last 
to the chief inspector by Inspector Crowell, '* relative to a charge of 
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$1,148 for expense of G. W. Beavers, in assisting special attorneys in 
the Court of Claims, in the settlement of letter carriers' overtime 
claims, from July 1, 1898, to May 31, 1899, paid by the postmaster at 
New York, N. x., in the fiscal year of 1899." It appears from this 
report that: 

A copy of the first letter bearing on the subject is found in the letter-press copy 
book of the First Assistant Postmaster-General, volume 186, page 190, dated October 
29, 1898, addressed to the postmaster at New York, N. Y., which reads as follows: 

"Sir: You are authorized to pay Mr. George W. Beavers at the rate of |4 per day 
for every week day from July 1 , 1898, for expenses as assistant to the special attor- 
neys in the Court of Claims in the settlement of letter carriers' overtime claims." 

This letter is signed by George M. Allen, Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, 
and bears the initials ** A. W. M.'* In accordance with this order, Mr. Beavers was 
paid $316 in the third quarter of 1898, $316 in the fourth quarter of 1898, $308 in the 
nrst quarter of 1899, and $208 in the second quarter of 1899. Under date of June 8, 
1899, the postmaster at New York, N. Y., was notified to discontinue this payment 
bjr letter from George M. Allen, Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, bearing 
initials **A. W. M.," reading as follows: 

"Sir: The $4 per diem allowed Mr. George W. Beavers as additional compensa- 
tion has been discontinued, to take effect June 1, 1899.'' 

It will be observed that the letter of October 29, 1898, designated the $4 per diem 
as "expenses," while that of June 6, 1899, reads "additional compensation." Mr. 
Beavers at the time these payments were made was chief of the salary and allowance 
division of the Post-Office Department, at the salary of $2,500 per annum, and the 
records of the disbursing clerk of the Post-Office Department show that he drew his 
salary as such during the entire period covered by these vouchers. 

It appears, further, from the report that the Auditor for the Post- 
Office Department wrote with regard to one of these payments to the 
postmaster at New York as follows: 

Voucher 268, George W. Beavers, $308; expenses in assisting special attorney and 
commissioner of Court of Claims in adjusting carriers' overtime claims, seventy- 
seven days, at $4 per day. 

The order of the Postmaster-General, directing this employment in the capacity 
stated, should accompany the account. If this payment is a pet diem allowance in 
lieu of all expenses, tne claim can not be considered. If, however, it is intended to 
cover actual expenses incurred, it will be necessary for Mr. Beavers to furnish item- 
ized vouchers or a sworn detailed statement, when vouchers can be obtained cover- 
ing this amount. The evidence must clearly show the places where and dates when 
these expenses were incurred. 

The report proceeds: 

It is evident that Mr. Van Cott, postmaster at New York, upon receipt of ttis let- 
ter immediately wrote to the First Assistant Postmaster-General for instructions, as 
appears by the following copy of a letter on file in the free-delivery division, office 
of the First Assistant Postmaster-General: 

June 2, 1899. 
Hon. Perry S. Heath, 

First Assistant Postmaster- General j Washington, D. C. 
Sir: I beg leave to inclose herewith for your information copy of a letter received from 
the Auditor for the Post-Office Department, relative to certain expenditures made on 
the free-delivery account. As specific authority was received from the Free Deliv- 
ery Division for each of these items, I beg leave to ask what action I shall take in 
order that credit may be allowed for the same? 

Very respectfullv, C. Van Cott, Postmaster, 

E. S. P. 

In reply to this letter Mr. Van Cott was notified in a letter signed George M. Allen, 
Acting First Assistant Postmaster-General, initialed **A. W. M.," that in reply to his 
communication of the 2d instant, he should submit to the Auditor copies of letters . 
granting authority to incur the expenses referred to: that the matter had been taken 
up with him ana full credit w^ould be allowed for payments of the kind referred 
to up to and including May 31, 1899. This appears to have been done, as a copy 
of letter dated June 10, 1899, filed herewith, the original of which is in New York, 
N. Y., post-office account for the first quarter, 1899, is to that effect. 
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The Auditor's action is explained by himself in the following 
''Memorandum," which Inspector Crowell very justly characterizes 
as "remarkable:" 

This voucher, and others of similar character in the quarterly returns of the New 
York x)ost-office for the two preceding quarters, apparently show irregularities and 
violations of section 1765, Revised Statutes, and Comptroller's decision pertinent 
thereto. Explanations made clearly show, however, that there was no knowledge of 
violation of any statute. 

It appears that as an inducement tib securing the services of Mr. George W. Beavers 
as the chief of the salary and allowance division of the Post-Office Department, he 
was promised an increase of salary over that then appropriated for. 

To redeem that promise the evident purpose was to appoint him to an additional 
oflBee, not incompatible under the law and the decisions in the *' Saunders case,'* 
with that of the chief of the salary and allowance division, thereby giving him a 
salary considered commensurate with his services, but in reality the imperfect 
arrangement disclosed by these vouchers was made. These vouchers in purpose 
really constitute salary, and not per diems, and in that sense are not in conflict with 
actual expense allowances to Mr. Beavers for authorized traveling performed in his 
capacity as chief of the salary and allowance division. The disallowance of these 
vouchers would result in a breach of faith on the part of the Post-Office Department 
and the Auditor's Office, which apparently originally acquiesced in the arrangement 
as consummated, and they are therefore hereby allowed. 

These allowances are further justified by the action of Congress in recognizing the 
merit of Mr. Beavers' claims by appropriating for an increase in his salary beginning 
with the ensuing fiscal year, #ind by the further fact that the irregular payments 
were promptly discontinued upon attention having been directed to them. It being 
the manifest disposition of the Comptroller in the revisions of such accounts to 
** reform and not to punish," it is felt that the action herein taken is entirely proper, 
the future being guaranteed. 

For substantially the same reasons other similar irregular vouchers in this account 
will be passed, the irregular practice having been discontinued. 

Henry A. Castle, Auditor. 

The true value to the United States of the services rendered by Mr. 
Beavers (he is the same person who recently retired from the service 
and is now under indictment in the District of Columbia and eastern 
district of New York), and the fact that Congress (in entire ignorance 
that he had been paid these large sums) increased his salary by $500 
per annurn^ seems to us irrelevant to the merits of this transaction. 

The following circumstances appear to us relevant: 

(1) ''These vouchers," says the Auditor, "reall}" constitute salary." 
Therefore, since they were made out for "expenses in assisting special 
attorney " the statement was a willful falsehood, and their presenta- 
tion with knowledge of this falsehood constituted the willful presen- 
tation of a false voucher, which is made a crime by Revised Statutes, 
section 5438. 

(2) They were, as we may safely assume, sworn to by the payee, 
who, of course, knew at the time that he had incurred no such "expen- 
ses," and that the payment was intended to be, and was in fact, what 
it was called in Mr. Allen's letter of June 8, 1899, "additional com- 
pensation." Such an oath would seem clearly to be perjury under 
Kevised Statutes, section 5392. 

(3) By section 2 of the act approved Jul}^ 31, 1894, it is provided 
that: 

No person who holds an office the salary or other compensation attached to which 
amounts to the sum of $2,500 shall be appointed to or hold any other office to which 
conapensation is attached, unless specially authorized thereto by law. 

To Mr. Beavers' oflSce there was attached a salary of $2,500 2^^ 
annuTYi^ therefore the "arrangement" mentioned by the Auditor, even 
if it appeared that he had been intended to render, and had in fact 
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rendered, some service in ''assisting special attorney," etc., would 
have constituted an agreement to violate the plain law. 

(4) From the language of the "Memorandum," however, taken in 
connection with the "Confidential report" and especially with the fact 
that, as is said by Inspector in Charge Smith, "the necessity for such 
services suddenly and entirelv ceased," in this case, an in the others, 
almost immediately after the illegality of the payments had been 
exposed by Mr. Gilmer; we are led to suspect, and indeed, so far as 
we are at present advised, to believe that no such services were in real- 
ity rendered by some, at least, of those paid, including Mr. Beavers; 
and that the "arrangement" was one whereby the Government was 
made, and intended k) be made, by a successful fraud to pay for ser- 
vices never rendered by persons never legally in its employment for 
this purpose; for reasons already given, we consider such an agree- 
ment a "conspiracy to defraud the United States" under the terms of 
Revised Statutes, Section 5440. 

"We may conclude our consideration of this branch of the subject by 
' a brief review of the facts appearing as to the appointment, compen- 
sation, and promotion of Oliver H. Smith, Mr. Tulloch, in his letter of 
May 15 says: 

Mr. Oliver H. Smith, of Muncie, Ind., was an intimate friend and associate of Mr, 
Perry S. Heath, and it was necessary to do something for him. The First Assistant 
Postmaster-Greneral, salary and allowance division (A. D. Nov. 20, 1897), wrote as 
follows to the Washington office: 

**I have this day allowed you $600 per annum to provide for the appointment of 
Oliver H. Smith as a laborer at the several stations connected with your office. Mr. 
Smith will act in a dual capacity, serving both clerks and carriers. The free-delivery 
division will also make an allowance of $2 per day to cover car fares and incidental 
expenses for Mr. Smith, who is, 1 believe, to report to you on the morning of the 2Sd 
instant. This is the gentleman whose appointment has been frequently recommended 
by you.'* 

This last sentence was a piece of pleasantry on the part of Mr. Heath, and an evi- 
dence of his dry humor. He used the expression '*at your request" or **in accord- 
ance with your recommendation" in connection with many appointments concerning 
which the postmaster was entirely ignorant, and for whose services, if he received 
them at all, he had no use or need. December 15, 1897, free-delivery service (4270 L. ) , 
General Heath wrote: 

*'Mr. Oliver H. Smith has been detailed to assist in repairing, painting, and erect- 
ing street letter boxes. He will be paid through your office at the rate of $2 per day 
for every working day, commencing November 23." 

It will be noticed that Mr. Smith's pay as mechanic on street letter boxes was 
dated back to include also the date of his reporting for duty as a laborer at the 
station. 

In the ''Confidential report " of Inspector in Charge Smith he makes 
substantially the same statements, and adds: 

It appears from the records in the cashier's room of the Washington, D. C, post- 
office that, acting upon the authorization above cited, this man drew pay from 
November 23, 1897, to November 30, 1898, as follows: 

First. The sum of $600 from the appropriation for clerk hire (although appointed 
as laborer). 

Second. Two dollars per diem for every working day on the mechanics' roll. 

Third. Was paid an average of $7.50 per month for car fare during the entire time. 

Fourth. Was also granted in addition to ail this, two separate items for expenses 
at Camp Alger— one $15.60, the other $12. 

Showing, approximately, that his compensation for one year was $1,349.60. 

No one has certified to the actual time Mr. Smith was employed during the year, 
nor has any statement been attached to his pay vouchers showing what particular 
services he rendered in return for his comj>ensation. This party was continued in 
the dual capacity of clerk and mechanic until April i, 1899j when he was promoted to 
finance clerks at flJOO per annum. By what autnority of law his original appointment 
or subsequent promotion was made I do not know. 
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In a letter of June 12, 1903, from John R. Procter, president of the 
Civil Service Commission, in which man^ irregularities and violations 
of civil-service rules are mentioned as existing at the date of that letter 
in the post-oflBce at Washington City, he instanx^es one of them, 
described as follows: 

Mr. Oliver H. Smith, now on the rolls of the office under the designation of finance 
clerk, is engaged mainly in the supervision of the laboring force and has never been 
regularly and actually assigned to act as auditor, such assignment being one of the 
conditions necessary to the exception of the position of finance clerk from the require- 
ment of examination. It appears that Mr. Smith should be actually assigned to the 
duties of auditor or be separated from the service. 

The rule bearing on the subject is as follows: 

One^ finance clerk, if authorized by law and regularly and actually assigned to act 
as auditor, at each post-office where the receipts for the preceding fiscal year amounted 
to as much as $360,000. 

The "explanations" furnished by Mr. Beavers to Postmaster-Gen- 
eral Smith say of Oliver H. Smith: 

The records of the free-delivery division show that Mr. Smith was paid at the rate 
of $2 per day for his employment during a part of the day in the painting, repairing, 
and erecting of street letter boxes, ana the performance of such other work as he 
might be cfuled upon to perform. The payment of Mr. Smith from two branches of 
the service was not deemed irr^ular, as the Department was of the opinion that any 
employee receiving $2,500 or less could be paid compensation on two different rolls. 
Section 53, P. L. and R., edition of 1893, reads: **No person who holds an office the 
salary or annual compensation to which amounts to the sum of |2,500 shall receive 
compensation for discharging the duties of anv other office, unless expressly author- 
ized by law (R. S. P., 1763)." As soon as the Comptroller of the Treasury called 
the Department's attention to this technical irregularity, it was discontinued. 

The Comptroller's view of what Mr. Beavers calls " this technical 
irregularity" was expressed as follows: 

I can not afford on my own motion to disallow accounts that have been authorized 
and paid by persons who must necessarily know whether the services are performed 
or not, on doubtful facts or doubtful questions of law. 

But I have little or no doubts as to the facts that the payments therein made to 
Oliver Smith and Robert V. Willett are unauthorized and improper and should be 
disallowed on this revision. I understand these two persons were clerks in the post- 
office covering this exact period of time, performing their duties as such at Camp 
Alger, and were paid as such clerks for this exact period of time. There is no pre- 
tense that they were holding these two separate places by appointment. 

Robert V. Willett was a son of the late James P. Willett, then 
postmaster at Washington. 

There seems to be no room for doubt that the original employment 
of O. H. Smith in a "dual capacity" and his payment of two or more 
salaries was altogether illegal, and that this proceeding was terminated 
only by his unlawful appointment to another position, which, appar- 
ently, he holds without color of right to-day. 

IX. IMPROPER DISBURSEMENTS OF PUBLIC FUNDS AS AFFECTING THE 
AUDITOR AND COMPTROLLER. 

To permit expenditures irregular in form is, as we have said, in our 
judgment a comparatively venial fault in administrative officers. We 
regard it as much more culpable in fiscal officers. For the former a 
proper system of checks and balances to control expenses is essentially 
a means of preventing them from doing wrong; when conscious of good 
intentions they may be pardoned if they look upon its rules with some 
impatience and evade these when they are allowed; for the latter the 
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strict maintenance of such a system is the sole reason for their own 
official existence; they must be vigilant as to small faults or their 
remissness will encourage those they watch to commit greater. In 
Mr. TuUoch's letter of May 15 he describes a controversy he had with 
Mr. Perry S. Heath and a clerk in the latter's office about the payment 
of a voucher, irregular in form, for traveling expenses, and goes on 
to say: 

I continued to refuse to pay the voucher unless 1 was assured by the Auditor for 
the Post-Office Department it would be taken off m^ hands. He, knowing I was 
right, was not willing to give me any other directions in writing, but sent word 
through the postmaster that on account of the feeling shown in the matter, if I would 
simply inclose the voucher in my next account its informality would be overlooked. 
I believe, however, he required it to be sworn to. 

Thus early I incurred the enmity of the office of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, and perhaps had the Auaitor promptly and properly sustained me other 
irregularities would not have been so boldly attempted, nor the office of the Auditor 
been placed in the position where it was compelled to overlook many things which 
followed. An inspection of the accounts of the Washington office will show many 
similar subseouent payments of traveling and other expenses on account of depart- 
mental officials without the usual departmental checks. 

The last statement is unquestionably verified by reference to Inspector 
in Charge Smith's ''Confidential report," wherein he gives the follow- 
ing among other instances of similar laxity in supervision: 

The following vouchers were authorized to be paid by the First Assistant Post- 
master-General^ Office, under dates as appear below: 

1898. 
July 22. Expenses of Perrv S. Heath and George W. Beavers, incurred in 

visiting Philadelphia and New York on official business |87. 25 

Aug. 10. Expenses of George W. Beavers, official business at Newark, N. J . 8. 70 

Sept. 30. Expenses of George W. Beavers, traveling on official business 17. 75 

Oct. 13. Expenses of George W. Beavers, traveling on official business 42. 35 

Dec. 19. Expenses of George W. Beavers, on postal tubes and canceling ma- 
chine 11.00 

1899. 

Feb. 10. Expenses of George W. Beavers, New York 12. 80 

Mar. 13. Expenses of George W. Beavers, Massachusetts 17. 30 

May 15. Expenses of George W. Beavers, Philadelphia and Hartford 20. 15 

Total, Beavers' expenses 217. 30 

1898. 

May 16. Expenses of G. D. Fisher (salary and allowance division) at Phila- 
delphia, Scranton, and Wilkesbarre, Pa 30. 15 

July 26. Expenses of M. W. Louis and Blaine W. Taylor in traveling on offi- 
cial business 50. 15 

Sept. 21. Expenses of M. W. I^uis and Blaine W. Taylor in traveling on offi- 
cial business 34. 75 

Mar. 31. Expenses of M. W. Louis (supply division), Brooklyn, N. Y 23.15 

Oct. 20. Expenses of James A. Sullivan, employed on first and second class 

offices 54.07 

Oct. 21. Expenses of Force & Co. for numbering machines, salary and allow- 
ance division 4. 75 

Nov. 3. Expenses of G. A. Flad, transportation from Washington, D. C, to 

Cleveland, Ohio, and return (safe and lock expert) 34. 40 

Nov. 3. Expenses of A. S. Riddle for inspection of post-office safes, Cleveland, 

Ohio 10.25 

These vouchers of expense do not appear to be itemized in a proper manner, nor 
is the necessity for the expenditure of this money by the Washington City post- 
office apparent. A full and complete explanation should be made, especially as 
many of the parties drawing money on these accounts are officials or clerks receiving 
salary from the Post-Office Department. 
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How imperfectly itemized were some of the vouchers accepted as 
siiflScient by the Auditor can be best illustrated by the insertion of one 
in full. It is as follows: 

June 1, 1898. 
Statement of expenses of Mr. George W. Beavers, chief division of salaries 
and allowances, Post-Office Department, including sleeping car, meals, port- 
erage, carriage hire, hotel, street car, telegraph, and other expenses at New 
York, N. Y., St. Louis, Mo., Nashville, Tenn., New Orleans, La., El Paso, 
Tex., Las Yega8,N.Mex., Colorado Springs, Colo., Los Angeles, Cal., San 
Francisco, Cal., Tacoma, Wash., Anaconda, Mont, Butte, Mont., St. Paul, 
Minn., and Chicago, 111., from April 21 to June 1, 1898, inclusive, while 
on ofl&cial business in connection with first and second class post-officea. . |324. 73 

Received payment of James P. Willett, postmaster, Washington, D. C. 

G. W. Beavers, 
Chief Salary and Allowance Division. 

Authorized by First Assistant Postmaster-General. 

June 1, 1898. 
I certify that the sum above mentioned was expended by me in the manner above 
described when on ofl&cial business. 

G. W. Beavers, 
Chief Salary and Allmvance Division. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 1st day of June, 1898. 

Thos. E. Roach, Notary Public. 
Received payment. 

G. W. Beavers, 
Chief Salary and Allowance Division. 

We might give further illustrations of the Auditor's apparent readi- 
ness to disregard the usual safeguards against unauthorized expendi- 
tures, but this is needless because the same, in our judgment, regret- 
table disposition was shown in matters far more serious. We have 
already seen that he not only passed the accounts for the '' cleaners" 
or ' ' charwomen " and of the '' assistants " in passing on overtime claims, 
the scene and character of whose services the inspectors could not find 
out from the postmaster or anyone else (as to these it is possible, 
although hardly probable, that he may have been misled), but actually 
allowed Mr. Beavers the illegal and fraudulent claim for "expenses," 
which, as Mr. Castle's own memorandum says, ''really constituted 
salary," the salary of an office which Beavers did not and could not 
legally hold, and which no one, not even the President, could have 
promised him so as to bind the United States, either legally or mor- 
ally to keep the promise, for the extraordinary reason that, in the 
words of the "memorandum:" 

The disallowance of these vouchers would result in a breach of faith on the i)art of 
the Post-Ofl&ce Department, and the Auditor's office, which apparently acquiesced 
in the arrangement and consummated, and they are, therefore, hereby allowed. 

In these words the Auditor seemed to us to admit his own prior 
''acquiescence" in "the arrangement as consummated," an arrange- 
ment not only unlawful in itself, but which, as we understood it, could 
be "consummated" only through willful misstatement of facts — mis- 
statements made, moreover, in all probability, under oath. We will 
give later his explanation. 

He goes on to say, in the memorandum: 

These allowances are further justified by * * * the further fact that the 
irregular payments were promptly discontinued upon attention having been directed 
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to them. It being the manifest disposition of the Comptroller in the revision of such 
accounts to "reform and not punish," it is felt that the action herein taken is entirely 
proper, the future being guaranteed. 

For substantially the same reasons other similarly irregular vouchers in this 
account will be passed, the irregular practice having been discontinued. 

Why, if these 'irregular payments" had been proper in the past, it 
should become a merit to discontinue them as soon as they were dis- 
covered, and indeed why, if the money was ever justly due Mr. Beav- 
ers by the United States, the *' practice" of paying him was ''irreg*- 
ular" at all, it is not easy to see. As a commentary upon what Mr. 
Castle here says with respect to "the future being guaranteed," we 
may quote another passage in Inspector Cro well's report and a second 
"memorandum" of the Auditor. 

The inspector says: 

When the settlement of New York, N. Y., for the second quarter of 1899 was 
made, it appears that the matter was again called to the attention of Auditor Castle, 
as filed in said account we find a memorandum bearing the initials D. A. D., which 
reads as follows: 

**New York, N. Y., personal claim allowed, conditions being same as on similar 
claims in 1899. See his memorandum filed therein, dated August 15, 1899." 

We considered that fairness and courtesy required us to call this 
matter to Mr. Castle's attention. The following is his explanation: 

The vouchers for the payment to Mr. Beavers for six (6) months from July 1, 1898, 
to December 31, 1898, came in with the account of the postmaster of New York for 
the (5[uarter ended December 31. Mr. Benton, an old and trusted clerk in the book- 
keeping division, in charge of the New York accoimt, accepted these vouchers as a 
legitimate char^ against the miscellaneous appropriation for free-delivery service, 
from which similar expenditures had been made for per diem of persons engaged in 
investigating carriers* overtime claims for five or six years. He had no means of 
knowing, and did not know, that George W. Beavers was an employee of the Depart- 
ment, and in the absence of that knowledge there was no reason to question the 
legality of the vouchers. Payments of such accounts through city post-offices were 
from an accounting standpoint undesirable, since they were thus paid long before 
audit, and could not have that careful scrutiny given to accounts paid by warrant 
through our pay division. I had protested against the practice verlmlly and in writ- 
ing months before, and its frequency had been greatly reduced thereby; but such 
vouchers occasionally came in approved by the Postmaster-Greneral and we had no 
discretion as to passing them on that account, if otherwise sufficient. 

When similar vouchers signed by Mr. Beavers came in with the account of the 
postmaster of New York for the quarter ended March 31, 1899, they were again 
accepted by Mr. Benton, but were accidentally seen by a fellow clerk, who happened 
to know who Mr. Beavers was, and Mr. Benton, warned by him, at once took the 
case to his chief of division. It was thus for the first time brought to my attention 
in May, 1899. 

I immediately caused a letter to be written to the postmaster at New York sus- 
pending the account and calling on him for explanations. I also went personally to 
Postmaster-General Charles Emory Smith, showed him the questionable character 
of the disbursement, upon which he promptly terminated the arrangement and 
ordered that no more per diem be paid to Mr. Beavers. 

The postmaster at New York referred my letter to the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General, re(]^ue8ting him to make to our office the explanations required. Mr. Perry 
S. Heath, First Assistant Postmaster-General, and Mr. George M. Allen, acting part 
of the time in that capacity, had several interviews with me on the subject while it 
was under consideration. They both stated to me the facts set forth in my mem- 
orandum, that Mr. Beavers was promised this extra pay as an inducement to give up 
his position as post-office inspector and accept that of chief of the salary and allow- 
ance division, which they desired him to assume. 

Whether they told me that Postmaster-General Smith knew of this arrangement 
and approved it I can not positively say, nor do I recall whether General Smith, in 
my interviews with him, did or did not state that he knew of the original arrange- 
ment. 

The meaning of the statement in the memorandum "that the Auditor's office 
apparently ori^nally acquiesced in the arrangement as consummated," was that the 
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clerk in the Auditor's office, having passed the first vouchers without question, the 
postmaster at New York had that much right to assume that this office ** acquiescigd.'' 
It did not mean that either the Auditor or chief of division really did acquiesce, for 
neither of them knew anything about it until months afterwards. Nor did the book- 
keeper, Mr. Benton, really acquiesce, because, as stslted, he knew nothing about 
Mr. Beavers' status in the Department. 

Mr. Castle explains further that he ''imputes no dereliction" to Mr. 
Benton in describing his acceptance of the first voucher as the cause 
of the supposed erroneous impression on the part of both the Depart- 
ment and the New York postmaster to the effect that the Auditor 
"acquiesced" in Mr. Beavers' receiving additional compensation under 
the name of "expenses." 

It seems to us that this question is altogether immaterial. We find 
it impossible to doubt that Mr. Heath, Mr. Van Cott, and Mr. Beavers 
himself all knew the pavment of this additional compensation was* 
expressly forbidden by the act of 1894 above quoted, and that it was 
called "expenses" to evade this prohibition. Knowing so much, they 
knew their acts were illegal ana wrongf ul^ and whether the Auditor 
should or should not become a party to their official misconduct was a 
matter affecting him, but not them. He ought to have disallowed the 
first payment, but his failure to do his duty in this respect could in 
no conceivable way justify either their repetition of the misconduct 
or his condonation of this second offense. If a policeman be asleep 
on his post while a ruffian assaults A, it is surely none the less his 
duty to arrest the ruffian when he awakens to see nim assault B. 

Mr. Castle's remark that "the manifest disposition of the Comp- 
troller in the revision of such accounts was to reform and not to 
punish " was verified by his course when his expert, Mr. Gilmer, brought 
to light some of the "irregularities" to whicn our attention has been 
directed. The latter, as alreadj^ stated, on April 26, 1899, returned a 
report on a revision made by him for the Comptroller of the account 
of Jame P. Willett, postmaster at Washington, D. C, covering the 
period from July 1 to September 30, 1898, which had been already 
settled by the Auditor of the Post-office Department, advising that 
items in -said account to an aggregate amount of over $125,000 be 
disallowed. 

Much the greater part of these suggested disallowances were indeed 
for irregularities in the vouchers, but a large portion of the residue 
was for expenditures plainly made without authority of law. 

This report of revision was sent to Postmaster Willett for such 
explanations as he might desire to have considered. It appears from 
a letter of August 30, 1899, from the Comptroller to Mr. Gilmer, that 
there were "written explanations supplemented by the oral explana- 
tion of the First Assistant Postmaster-General," as to certain of these 
items. We have not been furnished with any statement as to these 
"oral" explanations and are without information regarding them. 

In this letter of August 30 the Comptroller states his reasons for 
overruling Mr. Gilmer as to most of the items recommended to be 
disallowed in his report, but on August 31 he notified Postmaster Wil- 
lett that certain items in the account which had been allowed by the 
Auditor were, upon the revision by the Comptroller, disallowed by 
him. As above explained the aggregate amount disallowed was finally 
reduced to $892.36. 
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What is said in his letter of August 30 about the so-called "cleaners" 
is significant as to his attitude of mind. His words are: 

Relative to the vouchers of William Warren, Fannie R. W^inans, Laura E. Nevitt, 
Emma Janes, and Fannie L. Jeffrey, I am of opinion that they should be disallowed 
as miscellaneous expenses, but I see no valid reason why they should not be allowed 
under an appropriate appropriation, if there be such. If not, then they should be 
disallowed. The affidavits accompanying these vouchers, sent on our call, are not 
as full as they mi^ht have been. If they performed all duties assigned them by their 
superiors f I think mis sufficient. They are no more subject to my catechism than you or I 
would he if someone should seek to dispute our pay roll. 

The closing comparison is not very clear, but, as we understand the 
duties and powers of the Comptroller, everyone presenting a claim 
against the United States is ''subject to his catechism" to aie extent 
necessary to determine its legal validity. In the marginal memoranda 
made by Mr. Gilmer, besides the legal objection to this item which 
the Comptroller (seemingly with reluctance) sustained, the expert says 
as to the ''cleaners:" 

Also practically no service; affidavits of Winans, Janes, and Jeffrey evasive. 

It does not appear just what these aflSdavits contained, but the Comp- 
troller evidently thought his expert somewhat hypercritical; if the 
women were willing to swear that "they performed all the duties 
assigned them by their superiors " he should "think this sufficient." 
Now we know from her own admission to the Postmaster-General that 
Fannie Winans drew pay for eleven months while performing no 
duties whatever; we are told by Inspector Smith that none of their 
"superiors" could tell him what duties any one of these women per- 
formed, and, if Mr. Tulloch is to be believed and was correctly 
informed, most, if not all, of them were employed to perform abso- 
lutely no duty but draw their pay. Obviouslv, if this is true, they 
could, even if more scrupulous as to their oatns than it is altogether 
reasonable to believe them, swear with a clear conscience "that," in 
doing nothing, ' ' they performed all duties assigned them by their supe- 
riors" who "assigned "them none, except to sign individual pay rolls; 
but if the Comptroller's office is powerless to protect the Treasury 
from claims so transparently fraudulent, its value must be deemed 
rather seriously problematical. 

(N. B. — It is to be of course remembered that the conclusions and 
recommendation affecting the Comptroller and Auditor are not based 
only on the facts mentioned under this head of the report. These are 
but significant illustrations of many brought to light by the investi- 
gation and mentioned more or less fully under other heads.) 

X. THE TREATMENT OF MR. T. W. GILMER. 

In our opinion this constitutes one of the most serious and significant 
features of the situation developed by the papers laid before us. 

On September 19, 1899, the following letter of instruction was writ- 
ten by the Comptroller to Mr. Gilmer: 

Treasury Department, 
Office op Comptroller op Treasury, 
Washington^ D. C, September 19^ 1899. 
Mr. Gilmer: You may take up for examination any postmaster account for fiscal 
years 1898 and 1899 except New York City and Washington City, D. C. 

R. J. Tracewell, Comptroller. 
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The attention of the Comptroller was directed to this letter of 
instruction by letter from Postmaster-General May 19, 1903, and in 
his reply of May 22 the Comptroller explained it as follows: 

The letter is in Mr. Gilmer's own handwriting. He prepared it without sugges- 
tion from me and asked me to sign it. * * * Mr. Gilmer had gone over the 
work of the Washington post-office for one whole quarter and had spent four 
months thereon. No fraud was discovered. Some irregularities had been discovered 
and corrected. Some claims had been paid from the wrong appropriation, but they 
had been paid and audited, and under such circumstances, when the amount is 
small, I do not ordinarily disallow, as it would necessitate its being covered back 
into the Treasury and again paid and audited from the correct fund. I do, how- 
ever, correct the practice. This I did in this instance. * * * The post-office 
business of all the army camps in the United States and the island of Porto Rico 
was done through the Washington office; the post-office business of Cuba was done 
through the New York office; the post-office business of the Philippine Islands was 
done through the San Francisco office, and I did not think it strange when Mr. 
Gilmer presented the letter excepting these offices from further examination. I 
knew% as did Mr. Gilmer, that the Auditor for the Post-Office Department was 
in daily need of the files and was objecting to their being taken away. 

We had had several conferences, in which the Auditor asked that I conduct the ex- 
amination in his office. This I declined to do, believing it would be bad practice and a 
bad precedent. Therefore the letter did not arouse any suspicion nor did I then sup- 
pose it was obtained for improper purposes. Mr. Gilmer, however, did not have it 
copied in my office, and when he left he took it with him, and took with him also 
the original working draft of the demands upon the postmaster for explanations. 
After Mr. Tulloch published his statement I discovered the abstractions and asked 
Mr. Gilmer for them. He brought them to my office, and when asked why he had 
taken them away and given them to Mr. Tulloch he broke down, and in tears told me 
that he blamed me for his removal from my office. His removal was not at my 
instance. I even interceded for his retention in the service, though I did not ask that 
he be retained in my office. I knew that he was objectionable to the Department 
of Justice, the Post-Office Department, the Interstate Commerce Commission, the 
appointment division of the Treasury Department, and to the auditor's office for the 
District of Columbia. I was willing to get rid of him personally, but in view of his 
ability as a clerk I recommended that he be retained m the service at a desk where 
he could not make himself obnoxious. 

About three weeks previously the Comptroller, in another letter 
dated May 2, 1903, to the Postmaster-General, had said: 

The said expert accountant, Thomas W. Gilmer, was not removed, but was detailed 
by the Secretary of the Treasury from my office to the office of the Auditor for the 
State and other Departments on or about the 18th day of September, 1899, where he 
has been since employed. This detail, in so far as I was advised at the time by Mr. 
Vanderlip, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury and chief of the committee on per- 
sonnel of the Treasury, was because of reports that had come to him of several 
instances wherein it was charged that Mr. Gilmer had been impolite and offensive to 
other Government officials in the discharge of his duties as an expert accountant for 
my office. Charges of this nature were made to me by the Attorney-General and 
the First Assistant Postmaster-General, and, as I understand, he had some minor 
matters of difference with the appointment division of the Treasury. None of these 
officials filed with me any written charges against Mr. Gilmer. I assume they 
reported them to Mr. Vanderlip. In fact, Mr. Vanderlip said that the First Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General had complained of Mr. Gilmer. Mr. Gilmer was a most 
competent, painstaking, and industrious clerk. In my office he displayed none of 
his traits of character of which these complaints were made. 

And in an interview published in the "Washington Post" of Sunday, 
May 3, 1903, Mr. Trace well is reported to have said: 

No written charges or complaints were ever filed against Mr. Gilmer and none is 
on file. Mr. Perry Heath, who visited me regarding Mr. Gilmer, ivas unwilling to file 
any written charges. I confess I was surprised to hear from Mr. Heath and the 
other gentlemen I mentioned yesterday the statements that Mr. Gilmer was annoy- 
ing in the ways he asked for papers affecting Government accounts. His conduct in 
my office had always been exemplary. 

S. Doc. 151 25 
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In a letter dated May 18, 1903, addressed to the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral, Mr. F. A. Vanderlip, the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, 
referred to by the Comptroller, said: 

My best recollection is that Mr. Gilmer was transferred and reduced at his own 
request. I had previously detailed him, however, from the position of law expert 
in the office of the Comptroller, and assigned him to duty as a clerk in the office of 
the Auditor for the State and other Departments, where he had previously served. 
My reasons for thus detailing him were the result of much complaint from various 
sources as to his annoying methods of conducting examinations * ordered by the 
Comptroller. He was reported to me to be insolent, and would insist upon with- 
drawing papers from the files without leaving receipts therefor. Mr. Lawshe, at that 
time Deputy Auditor for the Post-Office Department and now Auditor for the Philip- 
pines, made such complaint. The Department of Justice did likewise. Mr. Gilmer 
possessed some very excellent qualifications as a clerk and accountant, but was tact- 
less and not temperamentally fit for the position of law expert and examiner. 
Looking back at the matter now, I think he so realized himself, and based a request 
for transfer upon that ground. 

Mr. Perr}^ S. Heath, in his letter to the Postmaster-General, dated 
May 25, 1903, and already cited, wrote in reference to Mr. Gilmer as 
follows: 

Complaints were made to me by clerks in the Post-Office Department or the office 
of the Auditor for the Treasury that an employee of the latter, named Gilmer, fre- 
ouently entered their rooms and in a surly, offensive, and peremptory manner 
demanded records and carried them away without leaving any receipt, or simply 
helped himself, and when receipt w^as requested snubbed the clerk making the 
request. I was asked by our clerks to request and did request of Treasury officials 
that Gilmer be instructed to act like a gentleman and to protect clerks in the Post- 
Office Department by leaving receipts for all records taken by him from the Depart- 
ment. A displaced document would naturally subject the responsible clerk to cen- 
sure, if not, indeed, a charge of dishonesty. What purpose Gilmer had in carrying 
these records from the Department I do not pretend to say. This incident had no 
connection with Gilmer's work as auditor. 

In a letter dated May 19, 1903, the Postmaster-General repeated to 
Hon. John W. Griggs, who was the Attorney-General referred to in 
the foregoing extract, substantially the statements made by Mr. Van- 
derlip, and added: 

It is said that you asked the Comptroller personally to relieve the Attorney- 
General's office of Mr. Gilmer's presence. If you can give me any light on this sub- 
ject I would be glad if you would do so. 



In his reply, dated May 22, Mr. Griggs said: 



I think, but I am not quite sure, that I identify him as one of the clerks in the 
Comptroller's office of whom I was forced to make complaint because of his excessive 
troublesomeness in raising petty and frivolous objections to the accounts of the 
Department of Justice. The man I have in mind, if it was Gilmer, had manifested a 
very unreasonable and disagreeable prejudice against the officers of my accounting 
division, and made himself busy in raising trivial objections on legal grounds to the 
accounts of my department, so that at one time the monthly pay of about one-third 
of my Washington force was threatened with a hold-up, and this upon a point which 
had practically been disposed of for fifteen or sixteen years. I complained to the 
Comptroller that it was impossible to get along if the accounts of the Department 
were to be subjected to malicious objections merely to gratify personal spite of one 
of his subordinates, and I think it was considerea for the good of the service that 
Mr. Gilmer should be transferred to some other position, where he would not make 
so much unnecessary trouble. There never was any question of personal dishonesty 
in the matter, nor did any of the accounts of the Department of Justice which he 
held up involve even in his mind anything more than the most forced technical 
objections on language of appropriation acts, and in every instance it was my opin- 
ion, as well as the opinion of the Comptroller, on subsequent examinations, that his 
objections were not well taken. This is the best information I can give you on the 
subject, and, as I said before, I am not certain that the objectionable man was Mr. 
Gilmer. 
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By letter dated May 19, 1903, the Postmaster-General inclosed to 
Henry A. Castle, Auditor of the Post-Office Department, Mr. Tul- 
loch's letter, and requested from him — 

such a statement concerning the matters referred to as will throw any light upon 
this subject, and enable us to determine whether any wrongdoing transpired in 
connection with these accounts, and if so, what? 

In his reply, dated May 22, 1903, Mr. Castle had this to say with 
reference to Mr. Gilmer: 

Some months after one of the quarterly accounts of the Washington post-ofl5ce, 
reporting |255,996.02 in expenditures for all purposes, with several thousand distinct 
items, had been settled, Mr. T. W. Gilmer, representing the Comptroller of the 
Treasury, withdrew the same for revision, as authorizea by law. He was new to 
postal work, and raised many entirely irrelevant questions in the letter of April 26, 
1899, asking for "explanations" (which Mr. Tulloch erroneously cites as a "letter 
fron the Comptroller disallowing" certain amounts). He had, however, and avan- 
tage we did not have, in copious hints from Mr. Tulloch, a former cashier of the 
Washington post-office, as to various supposed irregularities, unknown to us. The 
expert consumed four months in revising this account, during which period all the 
voluminous papers constantly needed by us were held in the Comptroller's office at 
the Treasury building, to our serious inconvenience. 

The foregoing extracts embrace all the information furnished bv the 
papers placed in our hands as to the causes of Mr. Gilmer's detail 
from the office of the Comptroller of the Treasury and consequent 
reduction in grade and salary. Many inconsistencies and discrepancies 
appear in them. 

Mr. Tmcewell says that Mr. Gilmer was detailed from his office ''on 
or about the 18th day of September, 1899:" yet the letter from Mr. 
Tracewell to Mr. Gilmer, directing him to not take up for examina- 
tion the postmaster's accounts for New York, city of Washington, 
bears date September 19, 1899. 

Mr. Tracewell assigns as his reason for excepting the Washington 
post-office from further examination, that Mr. Gilmer had gone over 
the work of the Washington post-office and had spent four months 
thereon, that no fraud was discovered, that the post-office business of 
all the army camps in the United States and the island of Porto Rico 
was done through the Washington office, and for that reason "he did 
not think it strange when Mr. Gilmer presented the letter excepting 
this office from further examination." 

We are not favorably impressed with the adequacy of this explana- 
tion. Whatever may have been Mr. Gilmer's labor in the past, and 
however intricate and enlarged was the business of the Washington 
post-office, we are unable to see in these facts any reason for its 
exemption from continued examination. We think the reason would 
have been the other way. 

While Mr. Heath and Mr. Vanderlip found in the rudeness, offensive 
manner, and discourteous conduct of Mr. Gilmer grounds which induced 
the one to complain and the other to act upon such complaint by 
removing Mr. Gilmer from his position, it will be observed that 
neither Mr. Griggs nor Mr. Castle assign any such grounds for their 
complaints, and Mr. Tracewell himself has attested that "Mr. Gilmer 
was a most competent, painstaking, and industrious clerk. In my 
office he displayed none of the traits of character of which these com- 
plaints were made" and again, he says: " His conduct in my office had 
always been exemplary." 

It can not be overlooked that no such complaint as those made by 
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Mr. Heath and Mr. Vanderlip had ever been made by anyone of Mr. 
Gilmer prior to his revision of the postmaster's account in April, 1899; 
and no individual is referred to by name who had personally expe- 
rienced the offensive conduct here complained of. 

We have reached the conclusion, and report as our belief, that it was 
not the manner of Mr. Gilmer, but the unsparing thoroughness with 
which he discharged his duty in the revision of the accounts of the 
Washington post office that led to his punishment, and more especially 
to his withdmwal from such work. 

This conclusion is not founded upon any information furnished by 
Mr. Gilmer himself, but we deem it proper to give here his own ver- 
sion of the transaction, contained in a letter written by him to us, in 
reply to one wherein we asked him for such a statement. He says: 

On September 20, 1899, I was ** detailed for duty in office of the Auditor for the 
State and other Departments for a period of one hundred and twenty days unless 
otherwise sooner directed." The letter informing me as to this detail contained the 
above statement and was signed by F. A. Vanderlip, Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

No written charges were made against me. 

Oral statements were made to the effect that I was not diplomatic in dealing with 
people with whom I had business. This charge was to indefinite to admit of spe- 
cific answer. 

I was as polite and courteous as anyone could have been under the circumstances. 
I never used improper language even when goaded by the abusive language of others. 
I knew that I would be removed frpm office if I should get into an altercation. 
Therefore I endured treatment which in private life would have caused an alterca- 
tion. I did not make myself obnoxious. The truth is that the performance of my 
duty was obnoxious to some people. It was the investigation itself that was obnox- 
ious, rather than the manner in which the investigation was conducted. 

There was much opposition to the revision of postal accounts. In this connection 
several visits were made to the Treasury Department by Machen, Beavers, and other 
interested persons. 

The charge that I did not leave receipts for accounts is untrue. I never obtained 
an account or a paper without proper authority, nor did I ever fail to leave receipts 
for accounts and papers. This charge was oral and indefinite, and was not made 
until recently. I knew nothing of this charge in 1899. 

A. L. Lawshe (at that time Deputy Auditor for the Post-Office Department) opposed 
my revision of any postal accounts, but I always had proper authority for taking 
accounts from the files. 

After examining the account of the Washington (D. C.) post-office for the quarter 
ended September 30, 1898, 1 obtained from the files (on a regularly signed file order) 
the account of the Washington City post-office for the quarter ended December 31, 
1898. Many irregularities and some frauds having been found in the account already 
examined, I desired to continue the examination of succeeding quarters. 

While the account for the quarter ended December 31, 1898, was on my desk, Mr. 
Lawshe came to the office (in the absence of Comptroller Tracewell) and angrily 
demanded the return of the account, saying that Comptroller Tracewell had prom- 
ised not to examine any more of those accounts. Mr. Lawshe carried the account 
back with him. When Mr. Tracewell returned he orally ordered me not to exam- 
ine any more accounts of the Washington City post-office; also not to examine the 
accounts of the New York City post-office. For my own protection I wrote out the 
substance of said oral order and had it signed by Mr. Tracewell. I did not ask to 
have any accounts excepted from examination, as seems to be intimated by Mr. 
Tracewell in his letter of May 22, 1903. 

* * * iT * * ^ 

When I was sent on detail from the Comptroller's office I was told that it would 
be best for me to make a written application for a permanent transfer. Knowing that 
I had some influential enemies, I made such application under date of September 
23, 1899. Said application contained the following statement: " Owin^to the pecu- 
liar nature of the duties pertaining to the position of expert accountant, I now 
respectfully request a transfer and an assignment to another field of duty." 
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I took the order prohibiting me from examining Washington and New York post- 
office accounts because the order was addressed to me and was for ray protection. 

The ** original working draft,'* referred to by Mr. Tracewell, was not an official 
paper. It was the rough draft of a letter prepared for the typewriter. The rough 
draft was not signed. After the typewritten letter was signed and press copi^, 
the rough draft was of no use and might have been destroyed. Ordinarily such a 
paper would be thrown into the waste basket. Later the rough draft was attached 
to a note written in pencil by Mr. Tracewell and addressed to me. 

I kept the rough draft because I had made some personal memoranda upon it. 
The press copy of the typewritten letter was kept in the Comptroller's letter book. 

I never showed the rough draft to anyone nor have I ever divulged its contents. 

I told the Comptroller that I thought he might have prevented my reduction. 

I did not give Mr. Tulloch the rough draft of said letter addressed to the post- 
master at Washington, nor did I give him any information in regard to it. Mr. 
Tulloch had possession of the original letter while he was cashier oi the post-office. 
Postmaster Willett gave the letter to Mr. Tulloch. I obtained information from 
Mr. Tulloch. He was better informed than I was as to postal affairs. It was not 
necessary for him to obtain information from me. 

I voluntarily told Mr. Tracewell about my having the rough draft of the letter to 
X)ostmaster, but I did not "break down" and tell him I had given it to Mr. Tulloch. 

Mr. Tracewell says that I was "in tears." I do not know whether I shed any 
tears. I may have shown some emotion, for I felt that justice had not been done in 
my case. 

I have never been actuated by malice in my examination of any accounts. Mr. 
Griggs doubtless got his information about me from a personal enemy, at that time 
in the Department of Justice. I am now on friendly terms with everyone with 
whom I have business in that Department. 

The grievance of the Secretary of the Interstate Commerce Commisssion was 
against Mr. Tracewell rather than against me. 

I examined many accounts of the District of Columbia. 

I inclose herewith a letter from the District Commissioners showing that the Dis- 
trict government has never made any complaint against me. 

To show my standing in the Treasury Department, I will say that I recently served 
as a member of the committee on salary tables. I have frequently been employed 
on special work of unusual importance. 

The letter inclosed is as follows: 

Executive Office, Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 

Washington^ July 20^ 1903, 
Mr. Thomas W. Gilmer, 

Treaaury Department. 
Dear Sir: In response to your request of the 15th instant for information relative 
to any complaints, either written or oral, made against you during the past four years 
by the auditor's office of the District of Columbia while you were an expert account- 
ant and special examiner for the Comptroller of the Treasury, the Commissioners 
direct me to inform you that there is not now, nor had there ever been in the files 
of the office of the District auditor or other branches of the District government, any 
paper that in terms or by implication, reflects injuriously upon you. 
Very respectfully, 

W. TiNDALL, Secretary. 

We may mention finally that appended to the letter of Mr. Trace- 
well to Mr. Gilmer, and on the same sheet is the following: 

Mr. Clements. In accordance with the above you will permit Mr. Gilmer to look 
at accounts in your division, with the exception noted. 

Requests for removal of accounts from the Bureau should have the approval of the 
Auditor or the Acting Auditor. 

Respectfully, A. L. Lawshe, 

Acting Auditor. 

This evidently contemporary order tends, we think, to confirm Mr. 
Gilmer's statements that it was intended for him to retain the letter of 
Mr. Tracewell; which letter seems to ns very plainly written, as he 
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says it was, for his own justification in ceasing his investigation into 
the accounts of the Washington post-office. 

N. B. — It should be noted in this connection that the ''four months" 
alleged tx) have been consumed in the investigation of the one quar- 
terly account of the Washington post-office, i. e., the time from April 
26 to August 31, 1899, was evidently taken up not by Mr. Gilmer's 
work, for that was all completed before the Comptroller's first letter to 
the postmaster, but by the visits of Messrs. Heath, Beavers, Machen, 
and others to the Comptroller and their "oral explanations." Mr. 
Castle is also in error when he speaks of Mr. Gilmer as receiving* 
"copious hints from Mr. Tulloch, a former cashier," etc. Gilmer's 
inquiry ended two months before Tulloch was removed. 

XI. THE REMOVAL OF MR. TULLOCH. 

In closing our review of the "Tulloch charges," it may be appro- 
priate to say a few words of the occurrence which caused the contro- 
versy, leading ultimately to their publication — that is to say, the 
removal of Mr. Sejmiour W. Tulloch from his position of cashier in the 
Washington post-office. As Mr. Tulloch's office was an "excepted" 
one under the civil-service rules the propriety of this action on Post- 
master Merritt's part must be judged by the principle formulated by 
President Madison in saying: 

Whatever may be said of a technical legal power, uo officer can have a right to remove 
a worthy public servant except for adequate public reasons, nor any right to forbear 
to remove an unworthy one, unless the removal would, for peculiar reasons, be at the 
moment a public detriment. 

Mr. Tulloch gives as follows the correspondence immediately suc- 
ceeding his removal: 

When Mr. Merritt followed me tfi my room and removed me on the spot I requested 
him to notify me w^ith regard to his action in writing, which he promised to do the 
next morning. On account of the allied assertions of Mr. Merritt as given in the 
press it may be interesting and appropriate to give his statements at that time: 

Washington, D. C, Jxdy i, 1899, 
Seymour W. Tulloch, Cashier^ etc. 

Sir: Deeming it for the best interests of my administration as postmaster at Wash- 
ington, D. C, that there should be a change in the position of cashier, I have to 
inform you that you are hereby removed. 

very respectfully, John A. Merritt, Postmaaf^, 

Washington, D. C, Judy 1, 1899. 
Hon. John A. Merritt, Postmaster, etc. 

Sir: I have to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of this date removing me 
from the position of cashier of the Washington City post-office. As this comes imme- 
diately upon the assumption of your position, and as I have occupied my position 
for almost twenty-one years without the loss of a single penny in the millions disbursed 
and with a record I believe to be proud of with the accounting officers of the Treas- 
ury, may I ask you if your very summary action is based upon any political reasons 
or charges affecting my integrity or my administration of the affairs of my office? 
An early answer will oblige. 

Very respectfully, Seymour W. Tulloch, 

Cashier, 
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Washington, D. C, July 1, 1899, 
Mr. Seymour W. Tulloch. 

Sib: Replying to your favor of this date asking if your removal as cashier of Wash- 
ington, D. 0., post-oflSce was on account of being "based upon any political reasons 
or charges affecting my integrity or my administration of the affairs of my office," I 
l>eg to advise you that it was not. I also beg to advise you that my reasons for your 
reEQOval are quite fully stated in my letter of this a. m. 

Very respectfully, John A. Merritt, 

Postmaster, 

Mr. Merritt states his reasons for the removal, however, more at 
length in his letter to the Postmaster-General of May 5 last. In that 
letter he says: 

So far as relates to the cashier, the following statement in detail embodies the 
reasons for my decision: 

My judgment of Mr. Tulloch was that he was an arbitrary man, of very noticeable 
self-esteem, and with such an exalted sense of his own importance and authority 
as to practically assume official equality with if not superiority to the postmaster. 

Mr. Tulloch was engaged in much important private business, which brought 
about his not infrequent absence from duty, and which, even when he was present 
at the post-office, took up a great deal of his time. 

I haa reason to believe that Mr. Tulloch was a large investor in private business 
and a venturesome man in the field of speculation, or in undertakings wherein the 
element of uncertainty largely entered. As I was a Government officer about to 
take charge of a business that would require the handling of $3,000,000 a year, more 
or less, for the security and proper disbursement of which I had given a heavy bond, 
I did not deem it advisable to retain him as my financial assistant. I preferred to 
select as my cashier a person of different pecuniary environment and of fewer busi- 
ness responsibilities. 

Shortly after I was appointed postmaster, and before I had entered upon the duties 
of the office, I was approached by Mr. A. B. Bingham, then chief of the finance 
division of the Post-Office Department, who stated that Mr. Tulloch had gotten up 
the bonds of several of my predecessors, and was a surety upon at least one of them, 
and that therefore he would no doubt be glad to do the same for me. I may have 
done Mr. Tulloch an injustice in my interpretation of this incident, but I conceived 
the idea that he had prompted Mr. Bingham to make the proposition, and I resented it. 

With respect to the last reason assigned, while we agree with Mr. 
Merritt in thinking that an oflfer by a subordinate to ''get up" and 
himself act as surety upon the oflScial bond of his superior would be 
of very doubtful propriety, it seems obvious that some inquiry as to 
the authority of Mr. Bingham to speak for Mr. Tulloch ought, as a 
matter of simple justice, to have preceded action on the assumption 
that he was thus authorized. 

In connection with the other reasons it is but fair to Mr. Tulloch to 
mention Mr. Merritt's letter to Senator McComas, of Maryland, from 
which Mr. Tulloch quotes. It bears date July 22, 1899, three weeks 
after Mr. TuUoch's removal, and in it the postmaster says: 

I am in receipt of ^our favor of the 19th instant relative to the position of cashier 
in this office and which place has heretofore been filled by Mr. Seymour W. Tulloch 
for many years. I note all you say with reference to the standing of Mr. Tulloch, 
both intellectually and politically, and I assure you that while I have no personal 
acquaintance with Mr. Tulloch, I am quite sure, from such general information as I 
have regarding him, that he merits all you say. 

On the whole, we do not feel justified in saying, from the evidence 

E laced in our hands, either that Mr. Merritt did not think as he says 
e did of Mr. Tulloch at the time of the latter's removal, or that, so 
thinking, he could not. reasonably and in good faith, believe the latter's 
removal advisable in tne public interest, but no reason has been sug- 
gested to justify the harsh and {precipitate manner of the removal. 
After twenty years' public service Mr. Tulloch might reasonably 
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expect more than five minutes' notice that his services were no longer 
desired. As a matter of mere courtesy it seems to us that an official 
of his experience and standing should, and, in the absence of any rea- 
son to the contrary, naturally would have been afforded the opportu- 
nity to tender his resignation if, as the postmaster says, he had been 
accused of nothing "affecting his integrity or the aaministration of 
his office." 

That Mr. Merritt should treat with apparently studied indignity a 
man with whom he had, as he wrote Senator McComas, "no personal 
acquaintance," suggests the idea that he acted under some influence 
hostile to Mr. Tulloch; and his denial of the existence of any such, 
influence can hardly, under all the circumstances, be accepted as 
decisive of the question. In short, it has not been proved that Mr. 
Tulloch was removed because, as he says, "Mr. Heath said he had 
made himself an obstacle," nor, as he intimates, that his removal was 
a condition of Mr. Merritt's recommendation for the postmastership ; 
but the time and manner of his removal were so singular and appar- 
ently so significant that, standing as they do, altogether unexplained, 
they render such inferences neither unreasonable, nor, in our opinion, 
unfair to the officials concerned. 

Since the first draft of this report was prepared we have been fur- 
nished with a copy of a letter from Postmaster Merritt to the Postmaster- 
General, dated September 1, 1903, and making very grave accusations 
against Mr. Tulloch. We propose, with the approval of the Depart- 
ment, to make these accusations the subject of a brief supplemental 
report. They modif}^ in no respect the conclusions above announced; 
for, as Mr. Merritt was ignorant of the alleged facts when he removed 
Mr. Tulloch, these could not have affected his action. Doubtless, if 
what he now says be true, these facts may weaken Mr. Tulloch's cred- 
ibility, but in no instance have we accepted the latter's statements as 
true unless they were, in our judgment, clearly and fully corroborated. 

XII. SUMMARY AND CONCLLISIONS. 

As a result of our inquiry in the " Tulloch charges " and of the 
considerations hereinbefore set forth, we have the honor to report 
that, in our judgment — 

First. The discussion of the "Tulloch charges" has revealed the 
existence of deplorable and gravely discreditable abuses during the 
years 1898, 1899, and 1900 in the Washington post-office and the office 
of the First Assistant Postmaster- Generd. 

Second. These abuses involved conduct on the part of various pub- 
lic officials which was certainly often illegal and may have been some- 
times criminal, but such ofl'enses, if committed, were in all cases 
committed more than three years before we were ordered to investi- 

fate the " charges," and, so far as we are clearly informed, more than 
ree years before Mr. Tulloch's interview of May 1 last. 
Third. The evidence laid before us suggests the possibility and even 
probability, but does not prove that abuses may have continued both 
in the Department and in the post-office subsequently to the early sum- 
mer of 1900, when we lose signt of them, and that in connection there- 
with criminal acts may have been committed within the period of 
limitations. 
Fourth. The report of Inspector Crowell and the facts relating to 
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the claim of George W. Beavers, above set forth, indicate the possi- 
bility that similar conditions may have existed both within and beyond 
the period of limitations in the New York post-oflSce. 

Fifth. The persons primarily responsible for the above-mentioned 
abuses and the resulting scandals appear to have been Perry S. Heath, 
then First Assistant Postmaster-General, and George W. Beavers, then 
chief of the salaries and allowance division, neither of whom is now in 
the service of the United States. 

Sixth. Charles Emory Smith, late Postmaster-General; James P. 
Willett, late postmaster of Washington, now deceased; John A. Mer- 
ritt, his successor in the said office and its present incumbent; Robert 
J. Tracewell, Comptroller, and Henry A. Castle, Auditor for the Post- 
Office Department, all appear to have shared, in some measure, their 
responsibilities; the late Tostmaster-General for his seeming failure, 
notwithstanding repeated warnings, to appreciate the gravity of their 
misconduct and the consequent necessity for its prompt and adequate 
punishment; the two postmasters for toleration of tnese abuses and 
obedience to plainly improper orders without exposure, or, apparently, 
protest, and the Auditor and Comptroller for acting upon lax and 
arbitrary principles in the administration of their respective offices 
whereby the paj^ment of illegal and seemingly fraudulent claims by the 
Treasury was rendered possible. 

Seventh. The employment of subordinates in post-offices about to 
become classified for the purpose of thus securing their admission 
without examination into the classified service was a practice infrauden 
legis^ and officials guilty of it thereby established their own unfitness 
for public employment. 

Eighth. The employment of so-called "laborers" to do '^classified" 
work was clearly illegal and, under the express directions of the civil- 
service rules, to be punished by dismissal from office. 

Ninth. An agreement by any public officer with any person, whether 
in or out of the public service at the time, that the latter shall receive 
the emoluments of public employment under pretence of being 
emplo^^ed without rendering any services to the Government, consti- 
tutes a conspiracy to defraud the United States, and, if followed by any 
overt act tending to its accomplishment by an}^ of the parties, renders 
all of them responsible under the terms of the United States Revised 
Statutes, section 5440. 

Tenth. The detail of Thomas W. Gilmer to different work of a lower 
grade and at a reduced compensation by F. A. Vanderlip, then Acting 
Secretary of the Treasury, under all the circumstances attending it, 
was apparently unjust and oppressive, and certainly disastrous to the 

Sublic interest, since it would be generally and naturally understood 
y those cognizant of it as a punishment inflicted on a faithful public 
servant, who had, by the honest discharge of his dut}^ incurred the 
enmity of active and influential politicians. It seems to have been 
preceded by no sufficient inquiry on the part of Acting Secretary Van- 
derlip, and would render proper an investigation of the latter's con- 
duct were he still in the public service. 

Eleventh. While we express no opinion as to the propriet}^ of Sey- 
mour W. Tulloch's removal from the office of cashier by Postmaster 
Merritt, the precipitancy and discourtesy shown by the latter in effect- 
ing this removal seem to have been without justification and tend to 
cast grave doubt upon the good faith of his explanations of the removal 
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itself, and his course was clearly regrettable in the public interest, as 
leading naturally to the belief that the cashier had b^n in fact removed 
for his failure to comply with irregular and even illegal demands upon 
the funds in his custody. 

Xni. RECOMMENDATIONS. 

We very respectfully recommend — 

1. That a thorough investigation be ordered, if it has not been 
already ordered (a) of the administration of the Washington post-oflSce, 
(J) of the administration of the New York post-oflBce, and (c) of the 
administration of the oflSce of the First Assistant Postmaster-General 
within the past three years. It is probable that this recommendation 
has been already in great part and perhaps altogether anticipated by 
the action of the present Postmaster-General; but as we are not at the 
moment of preparing this report fully informed as to the scope of the 
departmental inquiry now for several months in progress under his 
orders we venture to submit it. We have been very lavorably impressed 
by the zeal, fidelity, and intelligence of the post-office inspectors, and 
deem them fully competent, under the supervision of the Fourth Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General, to conduct such an investigation as is here 
suggested. 

2. That a carefully chosen, small commission be appointed by the 
President to report a plan whereby the work of the offices of the 
Comptroller and of the several Auditors ma}^ be removed from all 
political, personal, or other extraneous influences, the officials therein 
employed protected from injury through the enmities they may incur 
in the discnarge of their duties, and the competency and independence 
of all engaged in this branch of the Government secured through their 
selection by free competition, promotion for merit only, and assurance 
of tenure during the continuance of fidelity and efficiency on their own 
part. 

All whereof is very respectfully submitted. 

Holmes Conrad, 
Charles J. Bonaparte, 
Special Assistants to Attorney- OeneraZ, 
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Letter of Postmaster' General Payne to the President relative to report 
of Messrs. Conrad and Bonaparte regarding so-called Tidloch 
charges. 

October 19, 1903. 

Dear Mr. President: Referring to the report of Messrs. Bonaparte 
and Conrad, special counsel, regarding the so-called '' Tulloch charges," 
^wherein they recommend that a thorough investigation be ordered, if 
it has not already been ordered, (a) of the administi*ation of the Wash- 
ington post-office, (J) of the administration of the New York post- 
office, and {c) of the administration of the office of the First Assistant 
Postmaster-General within the past three years. I beg to advise you 
that a thorough investigation has been ordered and is now nearly com- 
pleted of the administration of the Washington post-office since the 
incumbency of General Merritt as postmaster, covering a period of 
nearly four years. - i 

An investigation of the New York post-office was ordered several 
weeks since, but owing to the pressure of the general investigation 
the Department has not been able to spare from their present assign- 
ment the inspectors it desires to place in charge of this work. It is, 
however, expected that within a very few days the investigation of 
the New York office will be under way. 

The administration of the office of the First Assistant Postmaster- 
General has been under investigation during the last eight months. 
It has been as thorough and complete as it was possible to make it. 
The report upon this investigation will be in your hands within a very 
short time. 

You will observe from the above that investigation along the lines 
recommended by the special counsel had been anticipated by the 
Department. 

Very truly, yours, H. C. Payne, 

Postmaster- General. 

The President, Washington^ D. C. 
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Copy of letter froni Holmes Conrad^ esq.^ to the President relative to 
report on Mr. Thomas TT. Gilmefr, 

Washington, D. C, October 9^ 1903. 
To THE President: 

I was reminded this morning that certain disallowances in the 
accounts of the disbursing a^ent of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, which became the subject of a suit in the Court of Claims, in 
which I was the counsel for the disbursing agent, had been made by 
Mr. Thomas W. Gilmer, then a clerk in the office of the Comptroller; 
and then they had been adjudged to be groundless and were set aside, 
and the accounts of the agent were, in all respects, approved. 

Inasmuch as Mr. Gilmer has been made the subject of a report to 
you, in which 1 concurred and in which there is no reference to any 
personal knowledge of him on my part, I have thought it due to you 
and to myself that I should disclose to you the extent of that knowl- 
edge, ana to say that until this morning I had entirely forgotten that 
I had ever heard of Mr. Gilmer or of his work before meeting with 
his name in the investigation of these post-office matters. 
Very truly and respectfully. 

Holmes Conrad. 
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Supplementary report in the matter of the Tulloch charges. 

The Attorney-General. 

Sir: In the report as to the above matter hereinbefore submitted by 
us we said: 

Since the first draft of this report was prepared we have been furnished with a 
copy of a letter from Postmaster Merritt to the Postmaster-General, dated September 
1 last, and making very grave accusations against Mr. Tulloch. We propose, with 
the approval of the Department, to make these accusations the subject of a brief sup- 
plemental report. They modify in no respect the conclusions above announced; for, 
as Mr. Merritt was ignorant of the alleged facts when he removed Mr. Tulloch, these 
could not have affected his action. Doubtless, if what he now says be true, these 
facts greatly weaken Mr. Tulloch' s credibility, but in no instance have we accepted 
the latter's statements as true unless they were, in our judgment, clearly and fully 
corroborated. 

When the above-mentioned letter was placed in our hands Mr. Tul- 
loch was absent from the United States. As soon as we were informed 
of his return, we furnished him with a copy of it, and, within a reas- 
onable time, received an answer, of which we gave a copy to Mr. Mer- 
ritt. On October 12, the latter presented a reply to Mr. Tulloch's 
letter. We do not think it necessary to obtain a rejoinder from Mr. 
Tulloch to the last-mentioned communication, and now submit, without 
further delay, the contemplated supplemental report. 

In his letter of September 1, Mr. Merritt says that Mr. Tulloch was 
for many years at once cashier of the Washington post-office, and sec- 
retary of the United States Electric Light Company; this fact is 
admitted. Mr. Merritt says further that Mr. Tulloch, on behalf of the 
company, "presented periodically hundreds of bills for electric light 
furnished the post-office which, as cashier thereof, he has regularly 
audited and paid," adding, "whether these bills were right or wrong, 
nobody but he knew." 

We think that very much the most serious feathre of this charge is 
contained in the words last quoted; and that, to this extent, it is shown 
to be unfounded, for Mr. Tulloch's explanation and the documents 
filed with it establish that not only had he nothing to do with making 
out the bills in question, but their correctness was ascertained by 
reports of the conditions of the meters made to the postmaster by 
watchmen in the Government service and not under his control. 

We agree with Mr. Merritt in his indorsement of the views of cer- 
tain extracts from newspapers in the District, thus stated, in sub- 
stance, by one of them: 

It matters not how high the character or how rock-ribbed the integrity of an official 
may be, it is not fitting that he, as the agent of the people, should have any interest 
in contracts for work or commodities purchased for the constituency whom he is 
officially serving. This is not a new theory, but is venerable in years and whole- 
some in application. 

We think that the several postmasters under whom Mr. Tulloch 
served, while he retained at once his connection with the electric light 
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company and the post-office, would have done well to suggest that he 
should relinquish one or the other, and that the advisability of so doing 
ought to have occurred to himself. The fact that he retained these 
two positions, however, without, so far as we are informed, any objec- 
tion from his successiv e superiors, all of whom must have known it, 
constitutes, in our judgment, no sufficient ground to impeach his 
integrity or veracity, and we find in Mr. Merritt's second letter a dis- 
avowal of any such fmputation. 

It is fair to sa}^ that ne produces a copy of a receipt bearing date 
December 31, 1883, and signed by Mr. TuUoch as ''treasurer" of the 
electric light company for 1280. 40, which appears to have been paid by 
Postmaster Conger. In saying, as he did, that these bills were always 
receipted by the collector of the company, Mr. Tulloch's memory 
would seem to have been at fault with respect to this single transac- 
tion, which, it must be added, occurred nearly twenty 3^ears ago. 

Mr. Merritt's second charge is that Mr. Tulloch procured from the 
postmaster a contract for the electric light company whereby it was 
to furnish all the lighting, whether by electricity or gas, needed in the 
post-office and its branches, without regard to quantity, for the amount 
of the annual appropriation. After carefully reading the three letters 
and the statement of Mr. E. S. Marlow, the present treasurer of the 
company, who was present when the contract was negotiated between 
the postmaster and the general manager of the company and finally 
executed, we see no reason to believe that Mr. Tulloch had anything to 
do with procuring it or to question that the contract itself was a proper 
one for the postmaster to make and advantageous to the Government. 

Mr. Merritt further accuses Mr. Tulloch of having compelled his 
assistant cashier to render gratuitously services to the Electric Light 
Compan}^ and used his office in the post-office building as a place for 
paying off the company's employees and transacting its business gen- 
erally. This accusation is practically withdrawn in Mr. Merritt's sec- 
ond letter, after it had been satisfactorily disproved in Mr. Tulloch's 
answer and the statement of Mr. W. C. Woodward, who was for a 
number of years Mr. Tulloch's assistant. Its improbability seems to 
us so obvious that we think Mr. Merritt should have more fully 
informed himself as to the facts before making it. 

It would seem, however, that Mr. Tulloch did sometimes discuss 
matters of business affecting the Electric Light Company while on 
duty as cashier of the post-office. It may be rather hypercritical to 
object to his doing this, since there is no allegation that he in any wise 
neglected his official duties, but the construction put upon this cir- 
cumstance by Mr. Merritt sustains, we think, our view that Mr. Tul- 
loch would have acted more discreetly had he relinquished one or the 
other of his two positions. 

In his first letter Mr. Merritt alleges that Mr. Tulloch sometimes 
charged the cost of the electric lighting to the appropriation for 
"' Miscellaneous expenses," adding: 

I am at a loss to conjecture why this course was pursued, unless the proper appro- 
priation was exhausted, and Mr. Tulloch's company had no other way of securing 
prompt payment. 

In his second letter Mr. Merritt admits — 

That in all these cases the electric current was used for *' power'* and not for illu- 
minating purposes, and that therefore the charge to ** Miscellaneous" was correct 
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He says he "very greatly regrets" his "mistake," and we think it 
is a very suitable subject for regret on his part. 

Mr. Merritt in his first letter alleges, in substance, that Mr. Tulloch 
was deprived of his position in the Electric Light Company because — 

Certain acts of his and other officers of the company, said to have involved the 
disbursement of money, were not clearly miderstood by some of the stockholders, 
and a quiet and informal inquiry into the matter was bejjjun. Mr. Tulloch, it is said, 
could or would give no satisfactory explanation. 

This statement is emphatically denied in Mr. Tulloch's answer, and 
his denial is corroborated by Mr. Marlow. On the other hand, Mr. 
Merritt ^ives as his authority a Mr. Frank Hanvey, whom he quotes 
as repeating the statement, with the addition, that the dissatisfaction 
of the stockholders arose from the fact that "certain large expendi- 
tures were explained in no other way than that they were ' for the 
company's interest,' or in some such general terms." It appears, how- 
ever, that Mr. Hanvey, according k) Mr. Merritt, '' not only made 
no att.ack on Mr. Tulloch's integrity, but, on the contrary, expressed 
a belief in his honestv," and Mr. Merritt himself says that he ''meant 
no reflection on his honesty," and does not think that his language 
''can reasonably be so constiiied." We must difl'er from Mr. Merritt 
on the last point. We think that his language, "reasonably con- 
strued," would naturally lead to serious suspicions of Mr. Tulloch's 
integrity; and, as this was the only aspect of the incident which could 
render it, in any conceivable way, relevant to the subject-matter of 
our inquiry, we dismiss it with an expression of surprise and regret 
that such allusions should have been made with so little apparent 
warrant. 

It is further alleged by Mr. Merritt that Mr. Tulloch befriended 
and promoted the defense of an employee of the post-office, whom he 
had long known, who was detected in purloining letters. Mr. Tul- 
loch's explanation of this incident is satisfactory, and Mr. Merritt in 
his reply says that his criticism related only to the alleged fact that 
Mr. Tulloch impugned the integrity of three inspectors, who made 
the arrest, by professing belief in a statement of the accused to the 
effect that one of them must have placed in the pocket of his overcoat 
the stolen letter which was found there. We can not see that this 
matter has any relevancy; but it may be remarked that one of the 
inspectors whom Mr. Tulloch is supposed to have calumniated is the 
same Inspector William B. Smith whom ex-Postmaster-General 
Charles Emory Smith apparently believes to have acted in collusion 
with Mr. Tulloch in presenting the "Confidential report" on the 
Washington post-office mentioned in our original report. 

Mr. Merritt repeats with greater particularity in both letters the state- 
ments as to signing pay rolls in blank, and what he calls an "arbitrary 
withholding of an employee's jpay," contained in his previous letters 
to the Postmaster-General. We did not speak of these statements in 
our original report because we deemed them immaterial. We see no 
reason to believe that any employee was ever compelled to sign a pay 
roll in blank; that the practice of having them thus signed involved 
any appreciable danger of loss either to the Government or to the 
public servant; that Mr. Tulloch was in anv wise especially responsible 
lor the pmctice, or that he was responsible at all for the withholding 
of the mane's pay. The facts of the latter incident are that the employee 
in question was absent, apparently without excuse, for some thirty 
days, and the postmaster deducted $140.11 from his salary. This 
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money seems to have been paid out to various persons upon the order 
of the postmaster. Presumably they were substitutes who did the 
work the absent employee would have done had he been on duty. A 
trifling balance of $7.66 is said to have been spent " according to orders 
given by the First Assistant Postmaster-General." 

As already stated, we did not consider these matters of suflicient 
consequence to warrant their discussion in our original report, and we 
adhere to this opinion. It is almost too obvious to need mention that 
the presentation by the postmaster of pay rolls, originally signed in 
blank and afterwards filled up in accordance with the facts, as vouch- 
ers for his expenditures, could not constitute "' the presentation of a 
false voucher" under the terms of United States Revised Statutes, sec- 
tion 5438. It would have been better, we think, if money paid to 
substitutes had been thus described in the vouchers instead of appear- 
ing to have been paid to the employee whose work these substitutes 
had done, but we can find nothing criminal or gravely reprehensible 
in the prevailing practice. This practice was irregular, and, as such, 
criticised by the Comptroller in the "' revision," to which we have so 
often referred in our original report; and it was thereupon, very 
properly, discontinued by Mr. Merritt's order; but we can not see 
that its existence or observance by the cashier of the post-oflSce can 
impugn in any way Mr. TuUoch's credibility. 

Mr. MerritVs letters, however, seem to indicate the possible exist- 
ence of a serious abuse in what he says on the subject of "slush 
money." We understand this to be the amount of fines imposed on 
employees for tardiness, or petty breaches of discipline, or loss of 
time when substitutes were not employed to do their work; and it 
would appear from all three of the , letters submitted to us that the 
money thus collected was not returned to the Treasury, but, as Mr. 
Merritt states, "was divided up among several employees of the office, 
to be used according to their discretion — sometimes to pay temporary 
clerks taken on without authority; sometimes for one thing and some- 
times for another." He says further: 

None of this money was ever turned over to the Treasury, and no account of it 
seems to have been kept. Some $70 or $80 of it finally got into the hands of an out- 
going officer, and, so far as I know, has never been restored. 

There is nothing to show that Mr. Tulloch suggested, or was in any 
other way responsible for, this very objectionable practice; but we 
think it constituted an evident abuse, and reflects some measure of 
discredit on the administrations of the several postmasters who appear 
to has^e authorized or at least tolerated it. 

We very respectfully report that, in our judgment, there is nothing- 
in the correspondence above described and the documents transmitted 
therewith which requires us to modify any of the conclusions or recona- 
mendations of our original report. 

We have been furnished with a copy of a letter from Mr. Charles 
Emory Smith, the late Postmaster-General, to the President, in which 
certain comments are made upon our original report. This letter has 
received our careful consideration, but we find nothing in it leading 
us to doubt the correctness of the conclusions announced in the origi- 
nal report. We therein mention that: 

Our attention has been called likewise to published letters from Mr. Charles Emory 
Smith and Mr. John R. Procter to the Postmaster-General relating to the observance 
of the civil-service law and rules in the Post-Office Department and the Washington 
post-office during the incumbency of the former as Postmaster-General. 
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Mr. Smith's letter of July 14, 1903, to the Postmaster-General was 
therefore not overlooked bv us, as he seems to suppose, when we 
stated that he '^appears to have, at least, tolerated" the evasion of 
the civil-service law involved in employing subordinates in outlying 
post-oflSces immediately before their classification and, immediately 
after classification, transferring these employees to Washington. 

Mr. Smith savs that this practice "was stopped as soon as it was 
understood; " if his meaning be that Ke did not understand it until he 
stopped it, we think that, under the circumstances, he ought to have 
unaerstood it sooner. 

He says further that President McKinley did not see fit to amend 
the civil-service rules so as to prevent such transfers. Any discussion 
of the necessity or expediency of such an amendment would be beyond 
the scope of our instructions; if the President trusted to the Post- 
master-General alone to prevent this abuse, we think the latter was 
the more clearly responsible for its continuance. 

Mr. Smith's criticism on our conclusion that he shared in some 
measure the responsibilitv of Messrs. Heath and Beavers for the grave 
abuses brought to light tlirough the discussion of the so-called "Tul- 
loch charges," because of '^a seeming failure notwithstanding repeated 
warnings to appreciate the gravity of their misconduct and the conse- 
quent necessity for its prompt and adequate punishment," amounts sub- 
stantially to a denial tnat any grave abuses existed, or that there was 
any necessity to punish anyone. He seems to still think the '' expla- 
nations" furnished him by Mr. Beavers were true in fact and sufficient 
if true, and that no thorough investigation of their subject-matter was 
needed. His letter shows, to our minds, not only that there was^ as 
we said, a failure on his part while in office to appreciate the gravity 
of the situation disclosed by the warnings he received, but that he yet 
fails to appreciate this situation. 

He alleges that our conclusion as to the practice of assigning " labor- 
ers" to do "classified" work would lead logically to wholesale dis- 
charges in all the Departments, and perhaps to the removal of every 
member of the present Cabinet. It may be well to restate, very briefly, 
what we said in this connection. 

Rule Xin of the civil-service rules in force while Mr. Smith was 
Postmaster-General included the following provision: 

No person who is appointed as a laborer or .workIP.^2i without examination under 
the civil-service rules shall be assigq^ to work of the same grade as that performed 
by classified employees. 

Rule U, clause 1, tbeii in force was as follows: 

AuT pgfi39B in the executive civil service of the United States who shall willfully 
yi^iSie any of the provisions of the civil-service act or any of these rules shall be dis- 
missed from oflSce. 

It was alleged in Mr. Tulloch's ''charges," shown in the inspectors' 
reports, which had been submitted to Mr. Smith, and virtually admit- 
ted by all concerned, that while he was Postmaster-General ''persons 
in the executive civil service of the United States" had "assigned per- 
sons appointed as laborers" in the Washington post-office "to work 
of the same grade as that performed by classified emplo^'^ees," with the 
evident and deliberate purpose to avoid filling the positions in question 
through competitive examination. 

We were instructed to report on the facts developed in connection 
with the Tulloch charges " in their legal aspect." In the discharge of 

S. Doc. 151 26 
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this duty we said, in substance, that these "laborers" were so 
"assigned" to "classified" work in plain and willful violation of the 
rules, and that the officers responsible for such assignment were liable, 
under the rules, to dismissal from the service. We respectfully repeat 
this statement of our opinion. 

Since the presentation of our original report our attention has been 
called to various published statements which disclosed serious misap- 
prehensions as to its scope and purport. While these erroneous con- 
jectures might be probably corrected by its mere publication, should 
this be deemed advisable, we think, nevertheless, that in one respect 
at least, we ought to remove any possible ground for misunderstand- 
ing. It has been stated by several newspapers of good standing and 
extensive circulation, professedly upon authority which their respec- 
tive editors deemed trustworthy, that our report "virtually" or " prac- 
tically" or "in substance" demanded the resignation of certain public 
officials, or action of some kind on the part of the President or some 
heads of Departments. 

It was no part of our duty, as fixed by your instructions, to consider 
any matters of administrative discretion, and we have not undertaken 
to deal at all in either the original report or this supplement with pos- 
sible consequences to individuals in the public service which might 
•ensue from the adoption of the conclusions submitted in our original 
Teport, should these conclusions commend themselves to the President. 
To determine whether a public officer should be removed or requested 
to resign, requires a fair consideration of the value of his services to 
the Government as indicated by his entire official career; and our 
information was insufficient to justify us in recommending such action 
with respect to any of the officers criticised in our original report, 
even if we had felt authorized to do so by the terms of your orders. 

To illustrate our meaning, we may refer more specifically to what is 
said of Comptroller Tracewell in our original report. It seemed to us 
a matter requiring serious comment that this officer had felt himself 
justified in allowing certain payments which he considered not only 
' i roirular," but in all probability "wrongful ;" that is to say, made 
/, ! J i k K > \\ ! t rl<TP on the part of those responsible that they were improper 
i^it'i v '•: !i i!!.H r 1. ] r^'anse he seems to have believed (erroneously in 
;h ntc /i ^> t ' tiif this " i. \\ u ^ipr" and "wrongful" appropriation of 
^ri»:! •.i<^ X .;, i . . «\' o t|)( • »)pti r of two Cabinet officers. Such 
aoii w <>:'. li'> '^^.r) isii!'M\fj *' ^-..-.^t. -t i',o- .)\\< tvith personal integrity, 
but with devotjoiM > t.|'.' ]m,'u"u . ..!<■:'(■- * : i, '^''th-.-.i^.^.-, it «eems to us to 
involve the adoption ot lU'S'^iiiMJ :. ,.i *' .r.o'*M'iN: . ^^r , as >^ *- i-:]>.--^^Qed it, 
"lax and arbitrary " princij^M .■- ii : ,.■ isdniiT-l^ir:^?;,,.. ^:*" \\\< '^it---. 

Such principles appear to us ex^^^s); in> mji^umm'):? i< .i > . 'o; 
for, in our view of the law, the Comptiuli^r \^. ni In >c :>. ii i > 
officer peculiarly charged with the duty of preserviii » to t i t '. ..:i-' t ; 
branch of the Government an effective and practical coniio! ■ . * i t T 
public purse. We regard it as evidently an essential principle of Oi.^ 
National Government that Congress shall determine for what purposes 
the Federal revenues shall and shall not be expended; and if the au- 
thority or example of executive officers, of whatever rank, should be 
permitted to nullify the expression of the legislative will in these 
respects, the insidious practice might readily grow into an abuse of 
grave moment. Entertaining these views, we recommended in our orig- 
inal report that a small commission of experts be appointed to consider 
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pK>ssible reforms in the practice and relations inter sese of the several 
auditing officers of the (government; and there our recommendations 
as to this matter stopped. 

We have cited the case of the Comptroller by way of illustration 
only, and deem it needless and inadvisable to refer to other officers 
TV'hose names have been mentioned in connection with supjjosed, but 
imaginary, recommendations of our original report. While cheer- 
fully assuming full responsibility for both the conclusions and the 
actual recommendations of that report, we regard it as a matter of 
justice to ourselves, as well as possibly to others, to call attention to 
the fact that we have not made suggestions wnich were required 
neither by your instructions nor by the scope of the duty imposed 
upon us. 

All whereof is very respectfully submitted. 

Holmes Conrad, 
Charles J. Bonaparte, 
Special Assistants to Attorney- General. 
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Letter of Hon. Z. M. Shaw to the President retatwe to Comptroller 
TraceweU and Auditor Castle. 

Treasury Department, 

Washington^ October P, 1903. 
The President: 

Pursuant to vour request for suggestions relative to Coniptroller 
TraceweU and Auditor Castle, I beg to submit: 

Mr. Castle's resignation was received yesterday, and by your verbal 
authority accepted. For this reason it is not necessary to discuss his 
relation to the post-office matters recently investigated. 

As soon as the Tulloch letter was published, 1 personally investi- 
gated the connection of Judge TraceweU with the matters involved. 
I then reached the conclusion that he had passed a few improper pay- 
ments. I was convinced, however, that it was an error in judgment, 
and the amounts were very small. I went over the whole matter with 
Mr. Gilmer, and I became convinced that this gentleman was seeking 
to embarrass the Department and his former chief. He injected into 
his examination every possible insinuation, and was wanting in that 
measure of frankness wnich is important in all these matters. 

Immediately following your suggestion of the possible restoration 
of Mr. Gilmer, I investigated the matter with greater care, and p)er- 
sonally saw the following persons who have had experience with him: 

Mr. Robert L. West, formerly law clerk in the Office of the Aud- 
itor for the Interior Department, says of him: ''He has an abrupt 
!^ ; .nor in coming in contact with people that has sometimes caused 
1 \ ! ,!(.'* TTo speaks of his having had trouble in the Department of 
-">'' ' lii r t'l. r says, "I think it would be unwise to put him 
;«' i V n »T.,.. , ,,nr Hi e«>nf;ipt with people, and I would not like to 

Mr. S. ii. ilotnl. .'>!' r\v ;u'])oii>tn't nt .l-vi-'ion, details an incident 
where ho thuu^iiUi ^lr. dil'DO)* t-xiph-icfl i* '^wn.'.i ^n ofllcml courtesy.'" 
He says that sub6C(j!ii m!v Mr. Tru'-'x . I T..a'U' un oxplt'-"'i^i<*n t^> ^^r 
Lryman, his chief. Mr. Lymn.i v.*-- " » r'l- iiu-iuf '.it., taui i*-^.. -"f 
Mr. TraceweU as making the remai \at * n fli i.osii i v., n. uv .:K !.j 
was characteristic of Mr. Gilmer's dealings witii .>i{ i* ^ - K* >. 

Mr. James T. Petty, ex-auditor of the District, sayo, Mr. di- 
has an unfortunate manner. His manner is very offensive. He oui: 
at me as though I were a thief." 

Mr. Edward A. Moseley, secretary of the Interstate Commerce Con: 
mission, says: 

I believe Mr. Gilmer to be a very faithful public servant, but if you purpose appoint- 
ing a man to a position where he will be required to meet people and you want to 
keep out of hot water, I wouldn't advise the appointment of Mr. Gilmer. 

I inclose herewith a somewhat more detailed statement of these wit- 
nesses as taken down in my oflSce, and also a petition in the Court of 
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Claims, Edward A. Moseley v. The United States, prosecuted, if 1 am 
rightly advised, by Mr. Holmes Conrad. Mr. Moseley told me, as he 
was leaving the office, that Mr. Conrad made unfavorable comment to 
him with reference to the technical absurdity of Mr. Gilmer's position. 
For instance, he rejected vouchers signed by S. P. Langley, Secretary 
of the Smithsonian Institution, because there was no proof that S. P. 
Langley was Secretary of the Institution. There were a large number 
of other complaints of that character. 

As nearly all the criticisms of Mr. Tracewell relate to differences 
between him and Mr. Gilmer, and as Mr. Gilmer is manifestly an 
unsafe custodian of any man's official reputation, I think the Comp- 
troller should be exonerated. 

In this connection I want to suggest that the auditing department 
can not be held responsible for the actual rendition of services or 
delivery of goods. Let me illustrate. A voucher comes regularly 
through the post-office for a quantity of coal. The auditing depart- 
ment can not determine whether the coal was delivered or not. A 
voucher comes in regular form for compensation to railroads for 
transportation of mail. The auditing department can not be respon- 
sible for the correct weighing of mail. The employment of a laborer 
is certified and a voucher submitted for his services. The auditing 
department can not determine whether the services were actually 
rendered or not. Any other conclusion would necessitate a perpetual 
investigation of every transaction of aill executive departments of 
Government. In fact, the Court of Claims has allowed compensation 
for an employee who admittedly rendered no services, but was ever 
ready and willing to render the services. 

I think this further statement is due Mr. Tracewell. I have been 
in this office for twenty months, during which time I have had occa- 
sion to study Mr. Tracewell at close range. I have never detected 
any trace of yellow, not any indication that he was wanting in sterling 
integrity. During the last year Mr. Tracewell's office passed upon 
160,000 warrants, covering $3,700,000,000. He disposed of 1,200 
appeals and rendered 3,300 written opinions. That he may havo 
occasionally erred in judgment he will not seek to deny. T> if 1 " hu< 
erred from the path of strictest integrity no one J,.- ^ • » i^^' viiM'^i l* 
charge. 

Very sincerely, T(MU -^. ' " I., ?»\^:'vv\. 
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Letter of Hon, Charles Emory Smith relative to report of Messrs. 
Bonaparte and Conrad on the so-called Tulloch charges. 

October 12, 1903. 
The President: 

A copy of the report of Messrs. Conrad and Bonaparte on the 
so-called ''Tulloch charges" has been placed in my hands. The scopje 
of the report includes much more than these charges; but, so far as it 
concerns me, it is limited to two references, viz: 

First. That the responsibilitv for the entrance of certain persons to 
the classified service tnrough the doorway of new free-delivery offices, 
followed by transfer to the Washington office, "extends in some meas- 
ure to the late Postmaster- General, who appears to have at least toler- 
ated the practice after notice of its existence." 

Second. That with regard to the alleged irregularities covered by 
the Tulloch charges and those directly responsible for them there wa^ 
on my part a "seeming failure, notwithstanding repeated warnings, 
to appreciate the gravity of their misconduct and the consequent neces- 
sity lor its prompt and adequate punishment." 

The first reflection, so far as it concerns me, was fully answered in 
my letter of July 14, 1903, to the Postmaster-General. It was therein 
shown that the " practice " referred to, when it became understood, was 
stopped by my order; that the Civil Service Commission was notified 
of that order, and that the records proved that the order was effective. 
The Conrad-Bonaparte report entirely disregards the facts thus 
presented. 

Another fact indicates whether the allusion is warranted. The letter 
oTTlJf. '*"P/!:Q£ter stated that this ''practice" was twice called to the 
attention of?f esident McKinley — first on June 20, 1898, and again on 
June 11, 1900— and that K^d^m^ ftsfeed to modify the rule under which 
it occurred. He took no step except through the subsequent action of 
the Postmaster-General. If the declaration IIs4q " appearing to have 
at least tolerated the practice after notice of its existence" and what is 
implied in it is justifiable, it is broader in its sweep itaui the Qofflpad- 
Bonaparte report intended. Nobody believes that Presidentld^cKinley 
knowingly " tolerated " any wrong; everybody believes that he had 
good reasons for what he did; and the mere statement of the truth 
shows how inconsiderately and carelessly the report makes its deduc- 
tions without regard to the real facts. 

Respecting the second reference, relating to the Tulloch charges, I 
have this to say: Mr. Tulloch 's oi-al representations to me are said to 
have been made July 3, 1899. On July 6, 1899, Inspector-in-Charge 
William B. Smith filed a "confidential report" on the Washington 
office, which was a^, '•wl^'is submitted to me by Fourth Assistant 
Bristow. This report is the most specific and complete formulation of 
the so-called Tulloch charges which has ever been made. It bears 
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internal evidence of having been prepared in collaboration with Tul- 
loch, and an examination of all papers makes it clear that both Tul- 
loch's statements and the Smith report were derived in large part from 
the letter of inquiry addressed by the Comptroller of the Treasury to 
the postmaster of Washington, setting forth matters in the accounts 
of that oflSce which appeared to him to call for explanation. 

The inspector's report in like manner set forth what, without an 
understanaing of all the facts, seemed irregular. It was immediately 
analyzed, itemized, and subjected to examination. Through this ex- 
amination all the matters specified were explained except those relating 
to appointments, which altogether cover 13 clerks ana 7 cleaners, and 
even some of these were not open to question. When the examination 
determined what was justifiable and what was not, directions were given 
and steps taken that the things which were irregular should be cor- 
rected. A careful reading shows that the Conrad-Bonaparte report 
does not indicate anything specified in the TuUoch charges or the in- 
spector's report which was not either explained or stopped. 

It may be asked, Does not the report of Inspector Little, made 
July 31, 1900, a year later, show, not the same, but other irregulari- 
ties of similar character? This report relates wholly to persons on 
the roll of the Washington oflSce, but detailed to work outside or whose 
service in the oflSce was questionable. The first three names on the list 
are those of persons enrolled as bookkeepers who were detailed to 
install, inspect, and repair canceling machines as a part of the arrange- 
ment by which I saved $100,000 a year to the Government by reduc- 
ing the rental of canceling machines, agreeing at the same time that 
the Department would take care of the machines. The inspector knew 
nothing of the arrangement, and the authors of the Conrad-Bonaparte 
report didn't take the trouble to inquire. 

Another name is that of Dorothy Lamon, detailed at the Paris Expo- 
sition. She was a clerk in the Interior Department, was transferred, 
and then detailed to attend the Post-OflSce exhibit. This was done on 
the urgent request of Hon. Joseph G. Cannon, who stated that Mrs. 
Lamon was connected with Lincoln's friend, Ward Lamon; that she 
spoke French well, and was peculiarly qualified. Mr. Cannon was per- 
fectly right, and the detail was perfectly legitimate, le^Vf dii<^'^ 
ethically. .,^- , I 

Still another name is that of J^^ JfwillT^&^t'fortB'Wnmgi^ 

Bjrform satisfactory ser^a^' Fowler had been a chief clerk in the^* 
epartment, had bej^e disabled by age, co**i^ ^^d. Hp rpuioy^, 
transferred to li8:tf work which he could do, ' . . : . » ^i- ; 

That is all ttij^els of this case. 

^hese^^r specimen cases within my knowHedge. 1 do not pretend 
tokno^. about all, but the Little report wa(i referrod t^^. the pmper 
oflScer for review and rectification. ' 

Without going into further detail, I have stated enough tc> sbovv V t 
the reference of the Conrad-Bonaparte rei>oit to ''secmjng failu 
notwithstanding repeated warnings," i« madr '. ithout knowle<. i^ 
is wholly gratuitous and un*< : .» ! 

I ought to add that the/' l ii''» ^ * rges; v. ore a maU 
paper publication in 1900, an- \\v. ' I it 'n r^yorted the fact 
had been done to President NK K ; . y uaf^ ni ^jj'JAnet. ^i 

TheConi-ad-Bonapartere; • ; > - ^isan o -rnhHt IR 
ment of 'laborers' to do cl ;i .. vv- -k is alt :. ther iliegai. 
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every officer responsible for such employment should have been dis- 
missed from office." This practice, as is well known, prevails neces- 
sarily under existing conditions in every Department, and if the con- 
clusion of the report were to be accepted you would have to dismiss 
every member of your Cabinet, and you, Mr. President, would be 
condemned for "tolerating the practice." 

There is a wide diflference between irresponsible censors and respon- 
sible administrators. 

Very respectfully, yours, Charles Emory Smith. 
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